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Statement of the Problem 
Non-credit education is now a major activity in 
American higher education. Recent societal forces such as 
rapidly changing technology and the resulting need for 
constant retraining and upgrading of job skills, longer 
life spans, and increased leisure time have resulted in 
more and more adults returning to school for a variety of 
reasons. Many of these adults, commonly referred to as 
lifelong learners, often prefer the flexibility of non-
credit programs over the rigidity of traditional credit 
programs (Cross, 1981). Registrations in non-credit 
offerings almost double the number of full-time students in 
today's colleges and universities (Scott, 1983) Courses 
range from management seminars for highly paid executives 
to basic literacy courses. Vocational training and 
recreationa l courses are also offered through non-credit 
programs. 
Due to the basic phi losophical nature of the 
institutions, community colleges usually offer a g r eater 
proportion of non-credi t courses than do universities. 
Yet even in this community-based environment, non-credit 
2 
programs are not always made to feel welcomed on their own 
campuses. Phrases such as "step-children," "second-class 
citizens," and "orphan child" are often used by non-credit 
administrators and faculty to describe how they perceive 






Glass & Andrew, 
There seems to 
1979; Hoffman, 1979; 
non-credit programs and 
be particular friction 
full-time faculty, who 
often accuse the non-credit program of lowering the 
academic reputation of the institution (Kekke, 1983). To 
complicate matters even more, credit and 
programs are rarely, if ever, funded at the same 
level, creating an even greater chasm between 






A preponderance of the research indicates that both 
credit and non-credit programs now play an important and 
necessary role in the overall education of the American 
citizen. To maximize the effectiveness of each and to 
eliminate some of the strain and frustration between the 
two delivery systems, it is suggested that institutions of 
higher learning carefully evaluate the role of non-credit 
programs within their own organizational structure. How 
and why did non-credit programs begin, what are their goals 
and objectives, who participates in them, and how do these 
diverse activities help carry out the institutional 
3 
mission? A better understanding of how non-credit programs 
"fit" within the overall higher educational system may lead 
to improved communication and cooperation between credit 
and non-credit departments, more effective 
administrative policies and procedures, and 
better education for all students. 
Significance of the Problem 
college-wide 
ultimately a 
Due to changing demographics and the lifelong learning 
movement, non-credit programs are becoming increasingly 
more popular throughout the United States. Nowhere is this 
trend felt more intensely than in Florida with its rapidly 
growing number of senior citizens, Spanish speaking 
residents, and other non-traditional students. Yet even in 
Florida, a state which has traditionally enjoyed the 
reputation of being one of the leaders in adult education 
(Aker, 1979), research suggests there is still an abundance 
of ignorance, misunderstanding, and distrust among 
educators, legislators, and the general public regarding 
non-credit programs (Gollattscheck, 1983; Parnell, 1982; C. 
Peterson, letter to Ernest Ellison, September 21, 1984). 
A comprehensive review of the literature revealed only 
a handful of studies done specifically on non-credit 
programs. This lack of information perpetuates the 
problems which currently affect t0e operation of non-credit 
programs within institutions of higher learning. Despite 
4 
these problems, which range from low funding to even lower 
institutional status and respect, non-credit programs are 
growing rapidly (Meadors, 1984). This is especially true 
in community colleges where the name itself implies a 
commitment to education for all segments of the community, 
many of whom do not need or desire college credit. In many 
cases, non-credit registrations often outnumber full-time 
credit students (Scott, 1983). Since non-credit 
registrations comprise such a large percentage of total 
student registrations, any stress ·or friction between the 
non-credit program and the rest of the institution is 
detrimental to both the credit and non-credit educational 
process. 
In an effort to improve current conditions, it may 
be beneficial to step back and take a look at the past in 
order to better understand the present. Such a perusal, if 
carefully done, may allow certain predictions to be made 
with some degree of confidence. This study has attempted 
to provide that comprehensive look at the history of non-
credit programming within the Florida Community College 
System. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the past, 
current, and future role of non-credit programming within 
the Florida Community College System through a 
5 
comprehensive analysis of such programming throughout the 
history of the system. This study sought to answer the 
following questions: 
1. a) What has been the role of non-credit 
within the Florida Community College System as 
programs 
identified 
by legislation, state board rules and regulations, college 
mission statements, and actual practice? 
b) How has this changed, if · at all? 
2. a) What types and quantities of non-credit 
programs have been offered within the Florida 
Community College System? 
b) How has this changed, if at all? 
3. a) How have non-credit programs been funded within 
the Florida Community College Sy stem? 
b) How has this changed, if at all? 
4. a) How has the administration of non-credit 
programs been organized at the state and college level 
within the F_lorida Community College System? 
b) How has this changed, if at all? 
5. What do non-credit practitioners foresee as the 
future of non-credit programs within the Florida Community 
Colleg e Sy stem? 
Methodology 
Si nce this study involv ed the development of a 
particular type of educational program over a thirty year 
7 






correspondences, published and 
findings, and other related 
Many of these sources were found in archives located 
in the State Department of Education in Tallahassee, 
Florida, and in the Lake County Law Library located in 
Tavares, Florida. Throughout the ~tudy, this researcher 
made numerous trips to Tallahassee and other key locations 
to collect and confirm data. Data were also collected at 
several statewide educational meetings and conferences 
attended by this researcher during the course of the study, 
including the 1987 Florida Association of Community 
Colleges Convention and Trade Show and four Division of 
Community Colleges Continuing Education Standing 
meetings. There this researcher was able 
Committee 
to meet 
collectively and individually with non-credit 
administrators from each of the twenty-eight community 
colleges in the state. These personal contacts 
invaluable in terms of obtaining, verifying, 
interpreting the mass of data analyzed in the study. 
proved 
and 
The second phase of the research design involved 
collecting information from the twenty-eight individual 
colleges included in the study which could not be secured 
through perusal of state reports. Such information included 
quantitative data too detailed to be included in state 
8 
reports and qualitative data concerning individual college 
policies and procedures. Although some of these data were 
obtained from persons attending the aforementioned state 
meetings, the majority of this information was collected 
through the administration of a paper and pencil survey 
developed by the researcher (see Appendix A). 
The questionnaire used in the survey consisted of both 
closed and open ended questions; however, due to the 
nature of the information requested, the majority of 
responses were in the form of short answer essay (a type of 
survey that does not lend itself to exceptionally high 
return rates). A rough draft of the survey instrument was 
sent to four individuals selected b y the researcher to 
critique and field test the instrument. These individuals 
were chosen because they had extensive knowledge of 
Florida's non-credit programs, yet were no longer directly 
administering such programs. It was felt that these 
individuals would have the content knowledge necessary to 
accurately evaluate the instrument and, at the 
would not prejudice the administration of the 
being exposed to it twice, which might have 
current non-credit a dministrators were used. 
same time, 
survey b y 
happened if 
An a dded 
benefit of selecting individuals who had pre viously 
directed non-credit programs in Florida community coll e ges 
was that the information they gave in compl e ting the survey 
for the field test also provided valuabl e historical data 
10 
response rate. Twenty-six of the twenty-eight surveys 
(92.8 percent) were completed and returned (see Appendix B 
for a listing of survey respondents). Clarification of any 
questionable responses and additional information were 
obtained from respondents at a statewide Continuing 
Education Standing Committee meeting held shortly after the 
deadline for returning the survey. 
The third and final stage of 
involved conducting interviews with 
the research design 
selected past and 
present local, state, and national leaders in the field of 
non-credit education. Persons interviewed included current 
and former state and college administrators of non-credit 
programs, legislators and their staff, regional 
coordinating council members, staff of related professional 
organizations, the founder of the Florida Community College 
System, the Executive Vice President of the American 
Association of Community and Junior Colleges, and a former 
Commissioner -of Education. Altogether, thirty-four persons 
were officially interviewed, in addition to the many 
informal and unofficial interviews which were conducted 
throughout the study . Audio tapes were made of all but two 
of the official interviews (one was taped but a technical 
malfunction resulted in nothing being recorded, 
other was initially not intended to be an 
a nd the 
official 
interview, and therefore was not taped; however, it 
produced valuable notes that were later used in the study). 
12 
Analysis of the Data 
Historical studies, such as this one, are considered 
descriptive research. Consequently, 
statistics were utilized to analyze 
simple descriptive 
quantitative data. 
Careful attention to adherence of proper scientific 
research techniques was given throughout the study to 
insure valid and reliable results. All data were subjected 
to internal and external criticism. 
Findings reported in Chapters III and IV are based on 
data obtained from three types of data collection devices: 
1) documents; 2) personal interviews; and 3) a mail survey. 
Data which appear without standard references were obtained 
either through official, taped interviews or the mail 
survey, both conducted exclusively for this study and 
described in the preceeding Methodology section. To 
encourage candid responses, individual interview and survey 
responses are not identified unless specifically approved 
by the respondent. 
Assumptions of the Study 
This study was conducted based on the following 
assumptions: 
1. Non-credit programs are an integral part of the 
modern higher education process. 
2. Increased knowledge of the operations of non-
credit programs within the total educational process may 
13 
improve the entire educational system. 
3. All respondents had access to the information 
necessary to give accurate responses. 
4 • All respondents responded as truthfully and 
objectively as possible. 
Limitations of the Study 
The following have been recognized as limitations of 
this study: 
1. This study is limited to the Florida Community 
College System, which is composed of twenty-eight public 
two year schools. The same results may not be found if 
other educational institutions in other geographic areas 
were to be studied. Therefore, generalizations are 
limited. 
2. Participation by respondents in this study was 
strictly voluntary. The amount of time and effort spent by 
the respondents varied considerably and, especially in the 
case of the mailed survey, was beyond the control of this 
researcher. 
3. Many of the respondents in this study were local 
and state administrators of non-credit programs, who, by 
the nature of their positions, had a vested interest in 
presenting their programs in the best possible light. 
Therefore, 
direction. 
some responses may be biased in a positive 
14 
4. Prior knowledge of this researcher by some 
respondents may have biased certain responses. 
5. Some state reports of enrollment and financial 
figures contained missing and/or inaccurate data. This 
was especially true in the early years of the system, 
before the reporting process had been improved. When 
discernible, these inadequacies were taken into account in 
the data analysis. However, it was assumed that the 
majority of the reports contained accurate information. 
Definitions of Terms 
For the purpose of this study , the following terms 
have been defined as: 
Non-credit program: The total schedule of all 
educational activities offered by a community college under 
any of the instructional categories identified by the 1985 
Florida State Board of Education Administrative Rules 6A-
10.33 and 6A-14.030 for which credit of any type, be it 
college, vocational, or preparatory credit, is not given. 
These categories of instruction are: 1) Supplemental; 2) 
4) Adult Basic and Secondary; 
Recreational and Leisure Time. 
3) Citizenship; 
Chief non-credit administrator: The 




Community Colleges Directory under the category "Continuing 
Education/Community Services ." 
15 
Division of Community Colleges: The bureaucratic 
unit, structured as one of five divisions, of the Florida 
Department of Education, headed by Mr. Clark Maxwell, Jr., 
which oversees the operation of the twenty-eight public 
community colleges in Florida. 
Florida Community College System: The official 
network of the twenty-eight public community colleges in 
Florida along with the state level Division of Community 
Colleges established by the 1957 Florida Legislature (see 
Appendix D). 
Rol e : The function, position, or place the non-credit 
program play s in relation to the overall educational system 
provided by Florida's community colleges, as perceived by 
individual respondents. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
Historical Background 
American Non-Credit Education 
Institutions of higher learning have historically 
limited their responsibilities to the 
development of a small elite group of 
classical academic 
individuals. This 
traditional view of education began to be questioned by 
several American leaders, including Thomas Jefferson, in 
the late 1700's and early 1800's. In 1820, Jefferson 
stated, "I know of no safe depository of the ultimate 
powers of the society but the people themselves, and if we 
think them not enlightened enough to exercise their control 
with a wholesome discretion, the remedy is not to take it 
from them · but to inform their discretion by education" 
(Knowles & Klevins, 1976, p. 8). Jefferson considered 
education the instrument that would give to the common man 
the tools for self-governance and self-realization. 
Just a s Jefferson was a leader in the move for free 
and accessible education for all, he was also one of the 
first to call for relevance, and therefore change, in 
American education. Although he certainly saw the value 
of classical studies, he also understood the importance of 
16 
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practical and applied sciences which would be of more 
immediate use to the ordinary citizen. This type of 
revolutionary philosophy of education led to the enactment 
of the Morrill Act in 1862 which authorized the 
establishment of land grant colleges. The primary 
objective of these colleges was to "teach such branches of 
learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanic 
arts, without excluding other scientific or classical 
studies" (Knowles & Klevins, 1976, p. 9). This act greatly 
influenced the development of continuing and non-credit 
educational programs as it linked formal education and this 
new type of extension education (Allan, 1980). This was 
the beginning of non - credit courses in American colleges 
and universities. 
The Chautauqua movement, founded in 1874 in New York 
at Lake Chautauqua, had a profound and lasting effect on 
the popularization of non-credit educat ion in the United 
States. Founded on such non-traditional ideas as 
correspondence courses and degrees by mail, the Chautauqua 
College advocated concepts such as university extension 
courses, summer sessions (originally designed for Sunday 
school teachers), and a potpourri of courses designed to 
enlighten the citizenry (Atwell, Vaughan, & Sullins, 1982). 
This loosely coordinated adult education movement spread 
across the country like wildfire, sparking unofficial off-
shoots such as the traveling groups known as tent 
18 
chautauquas, which operated from town to town from 1903 to 
1930, giving a variety of lectures, concerts, and recitals 
in large tents. Although the quality of such counterfeit 
educational programs may have been suspect, the desire by 
the American public for this type of informal educational 
opportunity could not be overlooked (Barrowman, 1976). 
Today, non-credit education is a major activity in 
American higher education. In a survey of over three 
thousand institutions of higher learning, the National 
Center for Education Statistics found that almost three 
quarters of them provided some form of adult and continuing 
education. Higher education institutions had a total of 
12.3 million registrations in non-credit offerings in 1979 
as opposed to only 6,901,426 full-time students in all 
institutions of higher education that year . What was once 
considered a peripheral activity is now almost twice as 
large as that which is called the core. Even when adults 
registere.d in non-credit hobby and avocational courses are 
excluded, the total still exceeds that of those enrolled 
full-time (Scott, 1983). 
The Community College Movement 
Nowhere is this abundance of non- credit courses more 
prevalent than in community colleges. The very nature of 
the institutions and the underlying philosophy upon which 
they were established encourage the community college to 
19 
attempt to be "all things to all people," which 
automatically includes the offering of non-credit programs. 
According to Ervin Harlacher, Executive Director of the 
Center of Educational Leadership and professor of higher 
education at Pepperdine University, "The distinguishing 
feature of the comprehensive community college is its 
fundamental commitment to a community based curriculum. 
The coexistence of traditional liberal arts courses, non-
credit activities and experimental programs of teaching and 
learning within the same setting is to be expected. 
otherwise, would be neglect'' (McLendon & Harlacher, 
p. 5 7) • 
To do 
1984, 
Community colleges have not always embraced such a 
broad interpretation of their mission and raison d'etre. 
In fact, the first community colleges were not even called 
community colleges but rather "junior" colleges, accurately 
reflecting their primary purpose of providing only the 
first two years of a four year higher education program 
(the last two years being the "senior" years). Dividing 
higher education into two equal parts is an emulation of 
the German university system which separates the ear l y , 
preparatory college years from the later, more rigous 
years. Henry P. Tappan, President of the University of 
Michigan from 1825 to 1863, was the first American educator 
to recommend the transferral of the first two years of 
college to the secondary schools, which is where the early 
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junior colleges were housed (Monroe, 1972). 
The year 1901 is generally regarded by historians as 
the birthdate of the public community college with the 
establishment of Joliet Junior College in Joliet, 
Illinois. Other communities, as both Thornton (1972) and 
Monroe (1972) point out, have disputed that claim with 
little success. Credit for this first public junior 
college goes to William Rainey Harper, then President of 
the University of Chicago, who had also influenced the 
establishment of two private junior colleges in the Chicago 
area just a few years earlier. Alexis F. Lange and David 
Starr Jordan, both from California, were also instrumental 
in the early growth of the junior college movement (Monroe, 
1972). 
In 1907, California became the first state to pass 
legislation authorizing the establishment of local junior 
colleges. By 1930, California was leading the junior 
college movement with fifteen thousand students in thirty-
four colleges, or about half the total junior 
enrollment throughout the nation and about half the 
college enrollment in California institutions of 




· By 1920, public junior colleges in high school 
districts were found not only in California and Illinois 
but also in Michigan, Minnesota, Kansas, Iowa, Missouri, 
and Texas (Monroe, 1972). Most of the early junior 
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colleges, however, were private. In 1921, there were 207 
junior colleges, 70 public and 137 private. Of the more 
than 16,000 total students, 8,349 or 52 percent were 
enrolled in the 70 public junior colleges and only 7,682 or 
48 percent were enrolled in the 137 private institutions 
(Thornton, 1972). It was not until 1948 that the number of 
public junior colleges outnumbered the private junior 
colleges (Monroe, 1972). 
James W. Thornton, Jr. (1972) stated that the present 
day community-junior college has evolved in four major 
stages. The first stage, prior to 1920, has been briefly 
described above and established the legitimacy of the 
"junior" college as a separate institution offering the 
first two years of baccalaureate curriculums. In 1920, the 
American Association of Junior Colleges was formed and in 
1922 adopted the first definition of the junior college: 
"The junior college is an institution offering two years of 
instruction of strictly collegiate grade" (Thornton, 1972, 
p. 52). However, the passage of several federal vocational 
education bills during World War I and the resulting 
empha sis on occupational programs began the second phase of 
the community college movement, the expansion of 
occupational programs. This trend continued throughout the 
Great Depression a nd World War II and required the American 
Association of Junior Colleges in 1925 to add to its one 
sentence definition the fo llowing: 
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This curriculum may include those courses usually 
offered in the first two years of the four-year 
college, in which case these courses must be 
identical, in scope and thoroughness, with 
corresponding courses of the standard four-year 
college. The junior college may , and is likely to, 
develop a different type of curriculum suited to the 
larger and ever-changing civic, social, religious, and 
vocational needs of the entire community in which the 
college is located. It is understood that in this 
case also the work offered shall be on a level 
appropriate for high school graduates. (Thornton, 
1972, p. 53) 
Once again, California led the way by offering the first 
terminal occupational (non-transfer) courses in California 
public junior colleges. Chaffey Junior College offered 
terminal vocational courses in art, manual training, home 
economics, commerce, music, library training, general 
agriculture, farm mechanics, and soils (Thornton, 1972). 
This rather abrupt shift in philosophy was not made 
without controversy. Many faculty members and others 
opposed this "watering-down" of the curriculum, insisting 
that anything other than a pure liberal arts education was 
simply not collegiate and had no place in an institution of 
higher learning. Although ~ome educators still share that 
belief, occupational education had become an accepted and 
established part of the college curriculum by 1950. The 
launch of Sputnik in 1957 only increased the nation's 
awareness of the importance of technical and other 
specialized occupational programs for national defense and 
economic progress. By the 1970's, most junior-community 
college leaders were suggesting that at least half of their 
total enrollment should be in occupational 
(Monroe, 19 7 2) . 
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education 
Regardless of the reasons behind it, this expansion of 
the scope and mission of the junior college was extremely 
important in the ultimate development of the large non-
credit programs seen in today's community colleges. With 
and the acceptance of the concepts of terminal 
semiprofessional curriculums, the junior colleges, however 
reluctantly, made the first step toward becoming true 
"community" colleges. However, one vital 
still lacking. Although the addition 
ingredient was 
of college-level 
occupational programs to the lower-division offerings 
"brought an entirely new complexion to the junior college, 
the institution still had not achieved its full stature as 
a community college. This development required the further 
addition of adult education and community services" 
(Thornton, 1972, p. 55). 
By the- late 1960's, public and private community 
colleges in the United States were growing at the 
phenominal rate of one new college per week (Vaughan, 
1981). Accompanying and contributing to this enthusiastic 
a cceptance and growth was Thornton's (1972) third stage of 
development, the emergence of the community services 
dimension of the two year college. Called by many the 
"third mission" of the community colleges (after transfer 
and occupational programs), this new component soon became 
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regarded by many educators as the distinguishing feature of 
the community college system, the one element which sets it 
apart from all other institutions of higher learning. 
Known by a variety of overlapping and confusing names such 
as adult education, continuing education, community 
education, and community services, these diverse programs 
were the vehicle by which community colleges could now 
truly serve the entire community. 
Two works published in 1969 did much to define 
community services within the context of the modern day 
public community college and pave the way for 
acceptance of such programs in the 1970's. 
widespread 
These two 
influential books were Ervin L. Harlacher's The Community 
Dimension of the Community College and Community Services 
in the Community College by Gunder A. Myran. "Both Myran 
and Harlacher strongly advocated a stretching of the 
community college mission to include community services not 
as an aqjunct to the operation of the college but as a 
function central to its mission" (Vaughan, 1981, p. 5), and 
perhaps more importantly, "provided a framework whereby 
community services could be an equal partner (along with 
the regular instructional program and student services) in 
the community college mission" (p. 5). 
his landmark book, Harlacher (1969) 
In the preface to 
not only defined 
community services but also predicted a very optimistic 
future: 
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Community services is now widely recognized as a 
major function of the community college. While the 
community college continues to serve its community 
through its regular programs and activities, an 
increasing number of colleges now provide, in 
cooperation with other community agencies, special 
programs of community services, i.e., educational, 
cultural, and recreational services above and beyond 
regularly scheduled day and evening classes. By so 
doing, these institutions recognize that by definition 
the community college has an obligation to: 
1. Become a center of community life by encouraging 
the use of college facilities and services by 
community groups when such use does not interfere with 
the college's regularly scheduled programs; 
2. Provide for all age groups educational services 
that utlize the special skills and knowledge of the 
college staff and other experts and be designed to 
meet the needs of community groups and the college 
district community at large; 
3. Provide the community, including business and 
industry, with the leadership and coordination 
capabilities of the college, assist the community in 
long-range planning, and join with individuals and 
groups in attack ing unsolved problems; 
4. Contribute to and promote the cultural, 
district 
for the 
intellectual, and social life of the college 
community and the development of skills 
profitable use of leisure time. 
The_ full potential of the program 
realized by all institutions. But there 
believe that the next great thrust 
college development will be in the 
community services. (p. v-vi) 
is not yet 
is reason to 
of community 
direction of 
Harlacher's crystal ball could not have been more 
accurate. The late 1960's and the early 1970's have been 
referred to b y many community college historians a s the 
"Golden Age of Community Services" (Ireland, 1982). 
Thousands of students floc ked to commun i t y colleges to 
participate in a multitude of educational, cultural, and 
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recreational programs never offered before. Traditional 
credit courses were offered off campus, in the evenings, 
and even on weekends; non-credit courses covering virtually 
every conceivable topic seemed to spring up overnight; and 
centers offering a wide range of counseling and support 
services for non-traditional students were established. 
Many colleges developed special organizational units called 
"open campus" or "college without walls" to administer this 
ever growing segment of the college curriculum. Many 
colleges changed their name from "junior" to "community" 
college to better reflect their changed philosophy and 
increased committment to serve the entire community. The 
term "lifelong learning" soon became a household word with 
advocates such as K. Patricia Cross and Harold Hodgkinson 
reminding us that education is not something that begins 
and ends with formal schooling, but is instead a "cradle to 
grave" process. Many educators mounted the bandwagon, and 
by 1979, non-credit registrations, the most accurate 
indicator of community services success, had almost doubled 
the number of full-time students enrolled in institutions 
of higher education in the United States (Scott, 1983). In 
1981, Benjamin 
;') 
R. Wygal, President of Florida Junior 
College at Jacksonville, looking back over the previous ten 
years stated, "The community services function has been the 
most dynamic and diverse feature of community college 
development during the last decade and will be one of the 
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most important challenges of the BO's" (p. 3). 
The challenge Dr. Wygal predicted turned out to be 
directly tied to finances. It is not a coincidence that 
the tremendous growth in adult and community education 
occurred during a time of relative prosperity in the United 
States. Numerous federal and state funds were available in 
the late 1960's and early-to-mid 1970's which financed many 
of these "extra" programs. However, as the economic 
recessions of the late 1970's took their toll on the 
American public, educational dollars became more scarce and 
budget cutting decisions had to be made. It soon became 
obvious that regardless of the strides community services 
had made in the recent past, the third mission of community 
colleges was indeed still third in priority order at most 
community colleges. Community services were seen as 
luxuries most colleges could no longer afford. Non-credit 
administrators soon learned that community service 
activities were the first to be cut and the last to be 
reinstated when the budget ax fell. Funding for many 
programs was drastically reduced or eliminated entirely. 
Those programs that could, became self supporting; others 
were eliminated altogether. California's Proposition 13, 
which was approved by voters in June of 1978, was perhaps 
the best known of these cost cutting measures (Ireland, 
198 0) . Similar "re forms" took place throughout the 
country. 
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The economic climate of the 1980's has been somewhat 
more supportive. Although it is still true that if "push 
comes to shove," community services programs will probably 
be the first to go, educators are becoming increasingly 
more committed to such non-traditional educational programs 
and are trying to give them their proper place within the 
community college system (Thomas, 1985). 
This period of reexamination of the proper role of 
community colleges is what Thornton (1972) described as the 
fourth and final phase of development of the community 
college system, the period of consolidation (1965-present). 
This is a time for effectively meshing the programs 
emphasized in the preceeding three periods. 
period saw the evolution of the junior college 
The first 
with its 
natural emphasis on transfer programs (1850-1920). The 
expansion of occupational programs gave the second phase 
its distinct character (1920-1945). The addition of adult 
education and community services during the third phase saw 
the emergence of the present day community college concept 
(1945-1965). The challenge facing today's community 
college educators is the successful blending of these 
diverse, yet interwoven, practices into an effective, 
comprehensive program of higher education. As Vice 
President Walter Mondale (1977) stated, while accepting the 
Person of the Year Award by the National Council on 
Community Services and Continuing Education, the community 
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college system" ... has blossomed. It has grown until it is 
one of the most popular, important, and creative elements 
in the whole structure of our educational system ... "(p. 1). 
Recent Increased Importance of Non-credi t Programs 
The idea of lifelong learning in community colleges is 
not new. In fact, as the previous historical review has 
shown, continuing education in one form or another has been 
with us for centuries. It began in organized form in 1861 
with the advent of the land grant colleges. However, the 
last decade has seen a tremendous increase in the number of 
non-traditional students and, therefore, non- traditional 
delivery systems. More and more adults are returning t o 




need or desire traditional educational 
Most are interested in learning a specific task 
in the fastest and least costly way possible. 
They are concerned with what they learn, not how they learn 
it. Many prefer a short, intensive non-credit course on a 
specific subject rather than a more general and expensive 
credit course drawn out over an entire semester (Cross, 
19 81) . 
Many of the adults returning to school do so for work 
related reasons. Some are interested in promotion a nd 
advancement and need new skills in order to qualify. 
Others are looking for retraining due to obsolescence or 
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technological changes in the labor market. Many economists 
predict that it will be necessary for every adult to return 
to school for reeducation or retraining three to five times 
during his lifetime in order to maintain his working status 
(Knowles & Klevins, 1976). More and more professions are 
requiring regular continuing education for their members. 
According to Peter Drucker (1969), "Continuing education is 
the fastest growing part of our educational system, the 
true growth industry in the United States" (p. 321). 
Some of this continuing professional education 
involves credit courses, but the majority is offered as 
non-credit. Fred Harvey Harrington (1977) sees this as 
good: 
for it means more flexibility than is possible when 
operating under rigid academic calendars. As fresh 
knowledge surfaces new courses can be organized at 
once without the delays associated with full and slow 
scrutiny by faculty curriculum committees. Courses 
can begin and end at any convenient time and can be 
held on or off campus. Pre-requisites are adjustable, 
all the way from "everyone welcome" to the Ph.D. plus 
five years employment in the specialty. 
Nor is it necessary to offer full courses. Some 
topics can be handled competently in single meetings; 
in series of lectures; on film, radio, or television; 
or by circulating tapes or publications. Other 
innovative methods · include consulting services, 
question and answer telephone setups and organized 
campus visits with demonstrations of advanced 
equipment and techniques or presentations of promising 
findings. (p. 85) 
The recent increase in leisure time and early 
retirement has created another reason for the increased 
popularity of non-credit activities. Whether it is to 
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learn a foreign language or develop a new hobby, adults are 
attending community colleges in an effort to enrich their 
lives through non-credit courses which are not only 
educational but fun as well. In fact, many of these non-
credit programs have been so popular that some colleges, 
faced with declining enrollment in the more traditional 
areas of credit study, are turning non-credit courses into 
credit courses and redesigning existing credit curriculum 
along non-credit formats (Sanchez, 1979). Examples of 
restructuring include changing three credit hour courses 
into series of shorter, one credit courses, offering 
utilizing courses at non-traditional times and locations, 
more practical, hands-on teaching methods with less 
lectures, and actively marketing these "new" courses. All 
this is done in order to attract a different, and larger, 
clientele. 
The lifelong learning movement, with its varied 
elements, has created a major change in the way education 
is approached, especially non-credit education: 
Non-traditional study is more of an attitude than 
a system and thus can never be defined except 
tangentially. This attitude puts the student first 
and the institution second; concentrates more on the 
farmer's need rather than the latter ·'s convenience; 
encourages diversity of individual opportunity rather 
than uniform prescription; and deemphasizes time, 
space and even course requirements in favor of 
competence and, where applicable, performance. It has 
concern for the learner of any age and circumstance, 
for the degree aspirant as well as the person who 
finds sufficient reward in enriching life through 
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constant, periodic, or occasional study. (Gould, 1973, 
preface) 
Problems Facing Non-credit Programs 
With the number of persons enrolled in non-credit 
courses and programs exceeding those enrolled full-time, 
one would suspect that the non-credit programs are held in 
high esteem by both students participating in them and 
schools offering them. This is not always the case. Even 
though numerous studies have shown that students rank non-
credit programs to be as educationally effective as credit 
programs (Overall & Cooper, 1981), such courses and 
programs are not among the high priority activities of 
most colleges and universities (Scott, 1983). 
Much of this may be due to funding formulas. State 
support of public colleges is usually tied to credit hour 
production (Scott, 1983). In Florida, for example, only a 
portion of non-credit courses are eligible for full time 
equivalent .(FTE) funding, the lifeblood of educational 
institutions using standard funding formulas, and then only 
at a percentage of the rate of credit courses (Florida 
Administrative Code [FAC] 6A-14.54, 1986). 
declining enrollments and lowered FTE-s, 
In times of 
colleges and 
universities could be expected to pay little attention to 
non-credit activities. One of the first questions usuall y 
asked when a new course or program is suggested is, 
much FTE will it generate?" 
"How 
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Another problem non-credit administrators face is 
resistance from those within their own institution who 
question 
full-time 
the place of such non-academic endeavors. Many 
faculty feel that offering non-credit programs, 
especially strictly recreational and avocational courses, 




lack of prestige and status 
is evidenced by a dearth 
given non-credit 
of research and 
literature on the subject. The largest source of articles 
and treatises dealing with non-credit education is the 
Community Services CATALYST, a quarterly professional 
journal published by the National Council on Community 
Services and Continuing Education. However, 
vast majority of manuscripts deal with 
even here, the 
the broader, 
umbrella concept of community services. A comprehensive 
review of the literature revealed only a handful of 
articles, books, and dissertations specifically addressing 
non-credit courses and programs. However, probably due to 
the recent increase in the hiring of part-time faculty, a 
number of papers have been written within the past ten 
years addressing the problems facing part-time instructors. 
Non-credit instructors are usually employed part-time. 
Though most of these studies centered around part-time 
instructors who taught credit courses, many non-credit 
instructors experience the same problems and frustrations 
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(Heelan, 1980). 
The 1970's saw a rapid increase in the proportion of 
community college faculty who were teaching part-time. 
According to the Community, Junior, and Technical College 
Directory, the number of faculty employed part-time 
increased from 48,572 in 1971 to 116,439 in 1977, a 140 per 
cent increase in the use of part-time instructors while 
those teaching full - time were growing at a rate of 20 per 
cent (Freidlander, 1978). By 1979, the majority, 57 per 
cent, of all community college faculty were part-timers 
(Kekke, 1983). 
However, as Bender and Breuder (1973) concluded, 
"Very little is done to assist part-time faculty to improve 
their instruction or to have a better understanding of the 
people they serve" (p. 35). In fact, it appears that very 
little is done to, for, or with the part-time instructors 
at all. The literature is filled with expressions such as 
second-class citizens, step-children, isolated, ignored, 
out of the mainstream, disrespect, unappreciated, 
overlooked, berated, cheap labor, orphan child, 
exploited to describe how part-time instructors feel 
are treated within their institutions (Brown, 







1978; Jacobson, 1970; Kekke, 1983; Walker, 
At many colleges, part-time instructors are not 
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provided with adequate orientation; are not encouraged 
to participate in faculty development and training 
pro gr a_m s ; are not given f u 11 a cc es s to the co 11 eg e ' s 
support services; are not · supplied with office space 
in which to work with or meet students; have 
insufficient opportunities to work with peers, 
administrators or support service personnel; are not 
compensated for course related activities outside the 
classroom; are not evaluated in a systematic manner; 
and are not offered with adequate incentives to 
increase their contributions as teachers, members of 
the college community, or professionals in an academic 
discipline. (Friedlander, 1978, p. 3) 
Part-time instructors themselves have listed the 
following complaints: 1) low pay; 2) no fringe benefits; 
3) no security (a part-time instructor is subject to be 
bumped from a class even after preparation has been done if 
a full-time instructor needs the course to complete his 
load); 4) hard to meet with students out of class; 5) false 
hopes of becoming full-time; 6) minimal inclusion in 
college-wide activities; 7) minimum support services (audio 
visual equipment, counseling, clerical help, etc.); 8) lack 
of status with full-time faculty; 9) no assurance of even 
the smallest amenities (being named in the printed 
schedule, having space on both a desk and parking lot, an 
accessible mailbox, classroom doors unlocked or keys to do 
one's own unlocking); and 10) placed on the periphery of 
the communications network (often getting information days 
after the appropriate deadlines have passed) 
1978). 
(Campbell, 
Problems relating to non-credit courses are not 
limited to instructors; they extend to the overall program. 
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Administrators of non-credit programs must often work with 
tightly limited budgets and staff, utilize materials and 
facilities program, 
schedule classes at unpopular times because it is the only 
time credit courses are not occupying the rooms, and be 
careful to avoid competition with credit programs. Even the 
most successful non-credit programs which are highly 
respected by others in the field throughout the state, 
which are "left over" from the credit 
region, and nation sometimes have a hard time surviving in 
their own home (Jacobson, 1970). 
The objects of more criticism than any other aspect of 
non-credit programs are the recreational and hobby courses 
offered by many colleges, often for special target 
populations. Critics of higher education point out non-
credit courses such as basket weaving, fly casting, dog 
training, and belly dancing as examples of waste in public 
education. Actually , these courses usually make money for 
the institution, enabling the school to offer more of the 
"important" yet not-so-popular credit classes (Parnell, 
1982). Recreational courses are often quite educational and 
provide a valid and legitimate solution to local problems 
(such as providing constructive activities for senior 
citizens in a largely retirement area) (Harrington, 1977). 
In spite of their increasing popularity among 
students, non-credit programs must continue to fight what 
some tired administrators are calling a losing battle 
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within their own institutions. Few non-credit programs, 
regardless of quality, enjoy the status, prestige, and 
respect that is afforded credit programs. 
Suggested Solutions to Problems Facing Non-credit 
Programs 
Just as much of the literature deals with the problems 
facing part-time credit instructors, many of the 
suggestions for solving such problems also deal primarily 
with part-time issues. However, there are more than enough 
similarities between part-timers in general and the sub-
group, non-credit instructors, to make some 
inferences. Numerous authors have suggested 




instructors, the relationship between part-time instructors 
and the institution, and the effectiveness of part-time 
instructors (Albert, 1978; Bedics & Smith, 1985; Brown, 
1982; Cooke & Hurlburt, 1976; Friedlander, 1978; Greenwood, 
1980; Kekke, 1983; Maguire, 1984; Phillips, 1984; Rinehart, 
1982; Walker, 1979). Many of their suggestions involve 
treating the part-timers more like full-timers. Special 
orientation programs, faculty handbooks and tours, 
meaningful evaluations, complete support services (even in 
the evening and off campus whenever possible), amenities 
such as faculty parking decals and ID cards, shared office 
space and mailboxes, on-going inservice activities, shared 
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social and professional even t s with full - time facu l t y, 
i nv itations to j o i n p r ofe s sional organiz a tion s , 
appreciation banquets, and i ncreased communic a tion s are 
just s ome of the strat eg i e s suggested for mak i ng par t -t i me 
i nstructors feel more a t home on the ir own c ampu ses . 
Several institutions are now making a consc ious e ff ort to 
inc l ud e many of these i dea s in a formal a nd fu l l staf f 
developme n t program for part- timers (Elto ff, 1981 ; Hee l and , 
1980) . 
Proba b l y , ma ny non- credit i nstructors and s t aff could 
be nefit from some o f t he conside r a tions now being suggested 
f o r part- time i ns t r uc t or s . Some o f t hes e s trategies could 
b e adapted for successful implemen t ation with non - credit 
programs . 
Education 
The journal New Directions fo r 
devoted an entire issue to 
Continuing 
the topic 
"Strengt hening Inter nal Suppor t for Continuing Education . " 
I n t he p r e f a c e , t he editor emphasized that : 
Cont inuing education agencies typically are part of 
large r p a rent o r ganizations that do not view education 
o f adults as their primary mission . This often 
r e s ults in a peripheral status for continuing 
education , which in turn forces continuing educators 
to constantly struggle to sustain and expand their 
continuing education activities. To the extent that 
the continuing education agency is dependent upon the 
par ent organization for budget , staffing , program 
approval, and other resource allocations, this 
struggle becomes both difficult and unavoidable , and 
continuing educators often find themselves ill 
prepared . 
Strengthening organizational support for 
continuing education can take many forms. Often it 
involves trying to develop more informed and 
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supportive attitudes on the part of key organizational 
administrators and policy makers concerning the 
importance of the continuing education mission. It 
also involves the need to challenge time-honored 
organizational traditions concerning who can teach, 
who can learn, and where, when and how teaching and 
learning can take place. Inevitably, it also involves 
modifying organizational policies and procedures in 
order to better serve the educational needs of adults. 
(Votruba, 1981, p. vii) 
The most common denominator in the literature 
concerning improved status of non-traditional programs is 
the importance of a strong leader at the helm of the non-
traditional program. This could be the President of the 
college, 
Education, 
but is more often the Dean of Continuing 
the Director of Community Services, or another 
administrator who has the ultimate responsibility for non-
credit programs. Fred Harrington (1977) admonishes adult 
educators and others in similar positions to quit 
complaining about their second-class citizenship and start 
doing something about it: 
Time after time I have been impressed by the high 
qualiti~s of [adult educators] I have encountered. 
They are good enough, .obviously, to speak up more 
often and loudly than they do. But now they talk 
mostly to themselves. They should talk more to 
others, should push themselves and their product, and 
should work to develop a better liaison with other 
parts of their institutions. They should insist on 
better representation than they now have on important 
committees and on being heard in faculty meetings. 
The time is right for speaking up, for all sorts of 
· reasons: the continuing campus interest in relevance 
and ties to the 'real world'; current demands for a 
second chance for women, nonwhites, and other 
disadvantaged adults; institutional desire to attract 
adults as paying students when the teenage pool begins 
to shrink; the boom in adult education as a teaching 
and research field; the availability of foundation and 
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government funds for imaginative adult education 
ventures; and the growing feeling that national 
problems cannot be solved without public 
understanding, which in turn requires a great increase 
in adult learning. (p. 81) 
Perhaps Joanne Pertz (1980) summarized the current 
dilemma facing non-credit practitioners best when she said, 
"Gaining institutional acceptance and continuing support 
for lifelong learning programs in higher education is 




The Community College System 
Florida's community college system. is not the oldest 
community college system in the United States. In fact, it 
was not until 1957 that an official system was recognized 
by the state legislature. In the succeeding thirty years, 
however, Florida has earned the reputation of having "one 
of the most outstanding community colleqe systems in the 
nation" (Gilder, 1981, p. 3). Praised not only for the 
quantity and quality of its programming, Florida's unique 
balance of local control with state coordination and 
support has served as a model for other community college 
systems in the United States and throughout the world. 
Much of the credit for the success of the system is 
qenerally given to Dr. James L. Wattenbarger, known as the 
"Father of the Florida Community College System." Still 
active in Florida's educational system as Director of the 
Institute of Hiqher Education at the University of Florida, 
Dr. Wattenbarqer is known nationally and internationally as 
an authority in the community junior college field. His 
doctoral dissertation, The Organization, Administration, 
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and Financing of Public Junior Colleges in the State of 
Florida (1950), which included a systematic study of junior 
colleges in the United States with special emphasis on 
California, served as the blueprint for Florida's community 
college system. 
The Florida public community college system actually 
has roots extending back to 1933 when Palm Beach Junior 
College was established as the state~s first public two 
year college. At that time, St. Petersburg Junior College 
had already been educating students for six years, but as a 
private institution. In 1947, Chipola Junior College 
became the second private two year college in the state. 
In that same year, the Florida Minimum Foundation Program 
was enacted, combining state and local support for 
community colleges. By the next year, 1948, both private 
two year colleges had changed their status to public, and 
the establisQment of Pensacola Junior College brought the 
number of puqlic community colleges in Florida to four. 
In January of 1955, the Council for the Study of 
Higher Education in Florida issued the following 
recommendation: 
That the development of a system of public community 
colleges be undertaken on a sound basis as a way 1n 
which colleqiate enrollment at the lower level can be 
disbursed and to provide for programs appropriate to a 
broader range of educational needs than can be met in 
a university proqram. (Florida Department of Education 
[FDOE], Division of Community Colleges [DCC], 1971b, 
p. 3) 
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To help with the implementation of the Master Plan, 
the legislature also authorized creation of the Division of 
Community Junior Colleges in the State Department of 
Education and appropriated funds for six new community 
junior colleges. These colleges were: 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Central Florida Community College 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Manatee Junior College 
North Florida Junior College 
St. Johns River Community College. 
Four more two year colleges were established in 1960, 
three in 1962, two in 1964, one in 1965, five in 1966, one 
each in 1967 and 1968, and the final community college, 
Pasco-Hernando Community College, was established in 1972, 
bringing the total number of public community colleges in 
the state of Florida to twenty-eight (see Appendix D for a 
complete lis~ing of the community colleges and their dates 
of establishment). 
In 1968, control of community junior colleges was 
transferred from local school boards to independent 
district boards of trustees for each college, with members 
appointed by the governor. The State Junior College 
Advisory Board was replaced by the State Community College 
Council, 
college" 
reflecting a changed emphasis from a "junior 
to a "community college" philosophy. Beginning 
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with the 1971-72 school year, the state increased funding 
of community colleges by eliminating the required local 
effort in calculatinq state support and, therefore, 
removing all financial responsibility for community 
colleges from the public school system (Governor's 
Citizens' Committee on Education, 1973). 
In the short span of fifteen years, the Master Plan 
had been realized. Since that time, many changes have been 
made in the Florida Community College System, such as the 
establishment in 1979 of the State Community College 
Coordinating Board which was replaced in 1983 with the 
State Board of Community Colleges, the establishment and 
strengthening of the Regional Coordinating Councils for 
Vocational Education, Adult General Education, and 
Communit y Instructional Services, and the establishment of 
the Postsecondary Education Planning Commission in 1981. 
Today, Florida's twenty-eiqht community colleges serve over 
700,000 students from all walks of life at fifty-four 
campuses and confer the third highest number of associate 
degrees in the United States (Florida Association of 
Community Colleg es, undated). 
Non-credit Prog rams 
Non-credit p rogramming has been a part o f the Florida 
Community Colleqe System from the beginning. By the time 
Florida's community colleg e system was officially 
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conferences ever held concerning community colleges. The 
dialogue which was started in Orlando continued throughout 
the country for years to come. Landmark publications such 
as "Beyond the Open Door, the Open College" (Gleazer, 
1974) and the organization of support groups such as 
COMBASE (Community-based Education) were direct results of 
this conference. 
In November of that same year, the theme for the 
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges' 
( AACJC) Annual Assembly was "Community Based, Performance 
Oriented Education." In addition to stating that there was 
too much "credit" orientation in community colleges 
(Gleazer, 1974), the AACJC Board of Directors adopted the 
following resolution on November 13, 1974: 
Community Education is an endeavor that deserves the 
best efforts of publicly supported community colleges, 
independent junior colleges, community schools, and 
other institutions and agencies. These endeavors 
should be made cooperatively whenever possible so that 
citizens will receive quality services that are well 
planned and efficiently organized. 
The American Association of Community and Junior 
Colleges pledges its efforts to work toward such 
cooperation at the national level with other 
associations in the community schools, university 
extension, and adult education fields. And we urge 
our member institutions to work diligently for such 
cooperation in their localities. (Ame~ican Association 
of Community and Junior Colleges, 1974) 
The direct result of this resolution was the 
establishment of the AACJC Center for Community Education 
in October of 1975. Funded with a grant from the Charles 
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The first such event was a national conference held in 
Florida and co-sponsored by Valencia Community College and 
the University of Florida's Institute of Higher Education. 
The conference was originated by Dr. James F. 
Gollattscheck, the newly appointed President of Valencia 
Community College. In the early 1970's, Dr. Gollattscheck 
became interested in a philosophy of community college 
leadership that he, Harlacher, Roberts, and Wygal (1976) 
later would call "college leadership for community 
renewal." He was p articularly influenced by Dr. Edmund 
Gleazer, then President of the American Association of 
Community and Junior Colleges, who was, according to Dr. 
Gollattscheck, "leading the bandwagon" for community based 
education. The idea of a national conference grew out of 
Dr. Gollattscheck's desire to learn all he could about this 
new concept. 
The conference was held in Orlando, Florida, between 
April 17 and 19, 1974, and was entitled "Community Services 
and the Community College." It was at tended by 181 
educational leaders from around the country. For three 
days, community colleqe administrators discussed the 
important role community services, with all its varying 
components, should play in the organization, development, 
and leadership of community colleges (Guqlielmino, 1980). 
According to Dr. Gollattscheck, this conference turned out 
to be one of the most important and far-reaching 
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•.• an educational institution operated by the county 
board as part of the co~nty school system and offering 
(a) a program of general education consisting of 
classical and scientific courses in the thirteenth and 
fourteenth grades parallel that of the first and 
second years of work at a senior four-year state 
institution of higher learning, (b} terminal courses 
of a technical and vocational nature, and (c} courses 
f o r adults. 
The vaguely worded phrase "courses . for adults" was the 
authorization for community colleges to offer non-credit 
courses. When interviewed for this study, Dr. Wattenbarger 
stated, "They really didn't say what it meant by ' ·courses 
for adults.'" However, this intentional vagueness in 
direction did not mean the establishment of adult non-
credit programs was left to chance. As Dr. Wattenbarger 
further explained: 
An integral part of our planning process during 1955-
57 was Sam Hand, who was the Director of Adult 
Education at the state department and the professor of 
adult education out at FSU, Coolie Berner. Coolie, 
Sam Hand and Jim Fling, a member of Sam Hand's staff, 
worked very closely with the planning for the 
community colleges. So we were building into the 
community colleges a community service/adult education 
function. 
Chapter Four discusses in detail the historical 
development of each of the four major non-credit program 
areas. However, there were two important events which 
occurred during the mid 1970's that had such a significant 
impact upon the overall development of non-credit programs 
in Florida that their influence spans all four 
instructional categories. 
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established in 1957, the community college movement had 
already seen two major shifts in national development. The 
first change was the expansion of the community college 
curriculum from strictly university parallel courses to the 
inclusion of certain types of occupational education or 
terminal educational programs as well as the transfer 
prog rams. The second major development was the acceptance 
of adult and community education as legitimate functions of 
the community college. Therefore, it is not surprising 
that all three of these components were included in the 
orig inal Master Plan designed by Wattenbarger. 
words: 
In his 
A public junior college should provide opportunities 
for the youth as well as for the adults of a community 
to develop into better functioning individuals and 
citizens. Citizenship should be interpreted in its 
broadest sense: the . ability to contribute to and 
receive from the community a complete intellectual, 
social, economic, and political life. (1953, p. 10) 
Speaking specifically about the importance of community 
services, the Community College Council (1957) reported: 
Programs of adult education and community service have 
come to be a characteristic of community junior 
colleges. This area of work includes not only credit 
courses but also many non-credit courses, frequently 
offered at night. The college often is a community 
center for many cultural activities, and provides 
opportunity for that segment of the population which 
has passed the normal age for high school attendance 
to continue to study and learn. (p. 11) 
Within that philosophical framework, Florida Statute 




Mott Foundation, which was established in 1967 
Michigan, this national center served as a unique 
link in a community education network that already extended 
across the United States. The primary purposes of the 
Center were: 
to develop an awareness 
communit y education among 





to facilitate closer working relationships between 
c ommunit y/ junior colleges, community schools and other 
g roups in the community education fields; 
to encourag e other Centers to work with 
community/ junior colleges in the development of 
communit y education. (Fletcher, Rue, & Young, 1977, p. 
10) 
Suzanne Fletcher, now Director of Continuing Education 
at Edison Community College, directed the Center during its 
five and one half years of operation. During the first 
year, four regional meetings and a national conference were 
held, and a nationwide survey was conducted of all two-year 
institutions in the United States to measure the extent of 
existing community education programs. Activities in the 
second year of the Center's operation were responsible for 
the continuation and strengthening of the National Council 
on Community Services and Continuing Education (NCCSCE). 
According to Ms. Fletcher, NCCSCE has evolved into one of 
the most eff e ctive of nine such AACJC affiliate councils. 
Its quarterly publication, The Community Services 
CATALYST, is the most comprehensive clearinghouse for 
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infonnation on non-credit programs and other forms of 
community services available today. 
These two major developments of the 1970's were 
matc h ed with two equally important and comprehensive 
activities 1n the 1980's. These were two legislatively 
mandated studies: 1) an interim oversight review called by 
the Speaker of the House; and 2) the second of a five year 
mast e r plan conducted by the Division of Community 
Colleges. 
At the conclusion of the 1982 Legislative session, 
Representativ e Carl Carpenter, Jr. (Democrat, Plant City), 
Chainnan of the House Committee on Higher Education, 
desi g nated the communit y college system for an interim 
oversight review. In August Speaker-Designate H. Lee 
Moffit (Democrat, Tampa) expanded the scope of this review 
by appointing a Speaker's Task Force on the Community 
College System. The task force was to focus on three major 
issues: 
1) clarification of the mission of the community 
college system; 
2) review of the org anizational structure of the 
syst em; a nd 
3) review o f the funding formulas used 
appropriations for the system (Florida 
Representatives, Speaker's Task Force on the 





The task force's final recommendations which were 
presented to Speaker Moffit on January 3, 1983, identified 
two primary missions of the community college and several 
secondary roles: 
... the mission of the community college should reflect 
the centrality of postsecondary academic and 
postsecondary vocational education. Meeting these 
needs represents the highest state-level priority. 
Local community college boards of trustees should 
evaluate and be held accountable for the effectiveness 
of these two functions before other services are 
considered. These missions should have first call on 
state funds ...• (Florida House of Representatives, 
1983, p . 8-9) 
The following were described as secondary functions of 
community colleges: 
Community Services· 
The community college mission may also include 
programs to meet community needs concerning 
citizenship, health, and welfare which are not 
directly related to academic or occupational 
advancement. These needs may relate to health, 
safety, environmental protection, human relations, 
child-rearing, consumer economics, and others. They 
should not be related primarily to recreation or 
leisure. Community needs, and the programs to meet 
them, should be addressed separately from academic and 
vocational needs and programs. Community 
Instructional Service programs should be presented to 
the Legislature with their own rationale for state 
funding. The Legislature should select needs 
considered of critical interest to meet through state-
supported programs. Their relative priority for state 
support should be established in each b udget cycle. 
Students in these programs should bear a portion of 
program cost and shall not be counted in enrollment 
reports submitted to support the appropriations 
request for the Community College Proqram Fund. 
Adult Pre -Colleqe Education 
for 
The community college role may include 




elementary education through the eighth grade (Adult 
Basic) and secondary studies through the high school 
diploma (Adult High School). This role - may be 
undertaken in those cases in which the community 
college has an agreement with the local school board 
to assume responsibility for these functions, or when 
the State Board of Education has authorized the 
community college to operate an Adult High School. In 
no instance should there be unwarranted duplication 
between the school district and community college in 
providing these services. 
Recreation and Leisure Services 
Recreational and leisure courses are an important 
addition to the life of the community. Their total 
cost, however, should be borne by the user and not by 
the State. Large scale advertising and promotion 
should be avoided. Fees charged for recreational and 
leisure activities should cover the direct and 
indirect instructional and administrative costs of the 
activities, including not only faculty salaries but 
all other related costs. (p. 14-16) 
The importance of coordination of these various roles 
was stressed: 
Coordination of Roles 
It is essential that the community college's 
roles in community education and adult basic and high 
school education be considered separate and distinct 
from the primary postsecondary college-parallel and 
vocational functions. Community and adult general 
education should be offered only when plans and 
agreements exist that will coordinate the community 
college programs with the programs of other 
educational, social, governmental or community 
agencies. 
The community college's presence in postsecon?ary 
vocational , adult a nd Community Instructional Services 
proqrams should be reviewed periodically to assess the 
exte nt of coordination or the presence of unnecessary 
duplication of services with other agencies. The 
Department of Education's twenty-eight Regional 
Coordinating Councils should lead efforts to build 
greater coordination between school districts and 
community colleges to ensure that needs are met by the 
most effective system. The statutory and 
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administrative authorities and specific 
responsibilities of the Councils should be reviewed 
and strengthened. Specifically, the Councils' role 
in planning should be strengthened by the assignment 
of specific responsibilities for needs assessment and 
for allocation of program responsibilities for 
vocational education, adult education, and community 
instructional services. Lay members representing a 
broad area of community interest should be added to 
all Councils. The Councils' performance should also 
be evaluated periodically to determine if their 
efforts are indeed contributing to needs being met 
effectively without unnecessary overlap of programs. 
(p. 16-17) 
Early in 1987, the State Board of Community Colleges 
Master Plan Resource Committee, chaired by Dr. Kim Porter, 
began development of the 1988 Master Plan. This was the 
second five-year plan designed to guide the Florida 
Community College System through future trends and issues. 
The 1988 Master Plan consisted of seventeen 
statements or challenges which serve as guides 
broad 
for 
institutional development and substantive and budgetary 
legislation. Although many of the seventeen challenges 
indirectly impact upon non-credit education, three of them, 
included in the section entitled "Quality of Life," have 
particular importance: 
Education is the avenue through which individuals 
can enrich their professional and personal lives. In 
that regard, all - education - credit and noncredit 
can be viewed as enhancing the quality of life. 
However, a siqnificant number of programs speak 
directly to the enrichment of life. An important role 
of the Community College System is to offer programs 
in community education or community instructional 
services, adult precollege educational as well as 
recreational and leisure time activities, which are 
not directly related to academic or occupational 
advancement. ~ 
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The Community College System must be flexible and 
responsive in identifying specific community needs and 
issues, as well as, providing a forum for addressing 
problems and stimulating creative solutions. 
Community colleges should utilize their resources to 
foster a sense of individual and community identity, 
self-esteem, pride, and responsibility. To achieve 
these goals, community colleges must: 
• Develop programs designed to meet the needs of 
Florida's growing senior citizen population • 
. Strengthen the recruitment and retention of 
students, especially minorities, by providing support 
for child care programs and services . 
. Provide re-entry programs for women seeking to 
return to the labor force • 
. Provide a diversity of cultural experiences in 
the visual and performing arts . 
. Provide programs that increase the ability of 
citizens to participate in a democratic society and 
become aware of their social responsibility to the 
community in which they live . 
. Provide information, in cooperation with other 
aqencies, to the community regarding health practices 
and issues. 
Challenge. To maintain and expand community services 
through which specific community needs and issues are 
addressed. 
Trends indicate that the major growth area in 
education in the 1980's and 1990's will be in 
adult/continuing education. With the increasing life 
expectancy of adults, Florida's population of lifelong 
learners is rapidly expanding, creating a compelling 
need for appropriate educational programs. 
Being educationally responsive to lifelong 
learners is a role of the Community College System. 
Community colleges must be creative in their offerings 
and ready to utilize alternative ways of providing 
educational opportunities that are responsive to the 
needs of lifelong learners. 
Challenge. To maintain and expand lifelong 
learning opportunities. With the hiqh school dropout 
rate increasinq, adult illiteracy is a growing 
concern. Further development of educational programs 
addressing specific needs of those citizens in this 
seqment of society is critical. Community colleges 
are well suited to respond to the needs of this adult 
population by: 
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• Providing and coordinating educational programs 
and mobilizing resources to address and reduce adult 
functional illiteracy • 
• Providing appropriate programs for non-English 
speaking students . 
• Leading efforts to modify the current funding 
formula to more accurately address funding needs. 
Challenge. To provide pre-college adult education 
(where authorized) that meets community needs. (State 
Board of Community Colleges Master Plan Resource 
Committee, 1988, p. 12-13) 
National and state developments such as these have 
played an influential role in the development of non-credit 
programming in the Florida Community Colleges System. As 
Appendices F and G demonstrate, these programs have grown 
steadily throughout the history of the system (Figures F-1 
through F-29 show total non-credit enrollment from 1957-
1987, and Table G-1 shows the non-credit percentage of 
total community college enrollment). Chapter Four 
discusses the various types of non-credit programs in 
greater detail. 
DEFINITIONS 
If there is a common thread in the literature 
surrounding non-credit education, it is the fact that there 
is no common definition for this type of education 
(Vaughan, 1981). This lack of consensus regarding 
terminoloqy might in itself seem a little confusing to the 
1 a y c it i z en , who m i g ht th ink the answer to the d il emm a is 
a very easy one - "it's either credit or it's not: and if 
it's not, then it's obviously non-credit." Unfortunately, 
issues in education are rarely that simple. 
Just what is meant by the term "non-credit" when used 
in the community college vocabulary? The answer has been, 
and probably will continue to be, different - depending on 
the time frame in which it is asked. At various stages 
in the development of community colleges, the terms adult 
education, continuing education, community education, 
community services, non-traditional education, vocational 
education, terminal education, occupational training, part-
time schooling, and even evening classes have all been 
equated with non-credit education. Yet anyone familiar 
with the multitude of programs offered by today's 
community colleges can point to numerous examples of credit 
courses fitting into each of the above categories. 
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Perhaps the best way to address the problem of 
definition is through a process of elimination. First, 
define "credit" and the rest should be easy. However, this 
is not as simple as one might assume. Even the definition 
of credit has changed quite a bit over the history of 
community colleges. Since community colleges were 
originally designed to serve strictly as junior colleges, 
providing the first two years of a four year program, the 
first "credit" courses were naturally those which would 
later be accepted for credit at the senior institutions. 
These courses were often called transfer courses, since the 
original intent was to transfer these credits earned at the 
junior college to the institution from which the student 
would eventually receive a baccalaureate degree. 
Many current community colleges define a credit course 
as a course which can be applied to an Associate Degree. 
This has not always been the case. In 1900, the University 
of Chicago was the first institution to award the Associate 
in Arts degree to all students who successfully completed 
the junior college program of studies. However, in 1915, 
the Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools of the 
Southern States p rohibited the granting of degrees by 
accredited junior c olleges. Exactly how and when this 
Prohibition was officially lifted is uncertain. We do know 
that in 1930, Wi 11 iam H. Snyder proposed that the newly 
established Los Angeles City College grant the Associate in 
59 
Arts degree, and the California Junior College Federation 
passed a resolution asking that the Associate in Arts 
degree be authorized and conferred upon all graduates, 
irrespective of whether they had completed a certificate 
program or a semiprofessional program . By 1934, degrees by 
forty-nine different titles were being granted by junior 
colleges. Twenty-six different kinds were ~ound in public 
junior colleges and forty-one in private schools . By 1956, 
recognition of the associate's degree had gained wide favor 
in educational circles. It was authorized in all states 
which had junior colleges, with the exception of Virg inia, 
and granted by junior colleges and many senior colleqes 
(Thornton, 1972). 
Today, there are several different types of credit 
awarded by community colleges. The type described above is 
sometimes called "college" credit to distinguish it from 
the other types of credit which have been established by 
many community college systems in recent years as a 
response to various educational needs and legislative 
intents. Florida's official definitions of credit and non-
credit instruction are found in Chapter 6-A of the Flor i da 
Administrative Code (FAC). The rules and regulations found 
in this chapter, which deals exclusively with the 
Department of Education, are commonly referred to as "State 
Board Rules." State Board Rule 6A-10.033 (Florida 
Administrative Code [FAC], 1986) defines three types of 
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postsecondary credit for postsecondary area vocational-
technical centers, community colleges, and universities. 
These are: (a) college credit; (b) vocational credit; and 
(c) preparatory credit. It is beyond the scope of this 
paper to go into detail regarding the definitions of these 
three types of credit. It is important to note, however, 
that at various times in the oast, programs which are now 
classified as vocational credit and preparatory credit very 
often were classified as non-credit programs. 
Just as credit definitions have changed over the 
years, so have non-credit definitions. At the beginning of 
the Florida Community College System, the classification 
system used was very simple compared to the complex set of 




DOC, 19 80) • 
College Management Information System 
From 1957 through 1973, community 
college enrollment was reported under two major categories, 
11 college cred i t 11 enrollment or II non-credi t 11 enrollment. 
The college credit enrollment category was then divided 
into II f reshrnan," "sophomore, 11 and II unc lass if ied11 ; while the 
non-credit enrollment was subdivided into "adult" and 
11 terminal-occupational." 
Just what was meant by these two non-credit terms is 
still uncertain. Written definitions provided by the 
Division of Community Junior Colleqes in May of 1964 left 
much to be desired. An adult non-credit student was 
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defined as "any student enrolled in a non-credit course 
other than a terminal-occupational course (or in a non-
credit orientation course which is part of a regular 
college credit program)" (FDOE, DCJC, 1964 , p . 1) • A 
terminal-occupational non-credit student was defined as 
"any student enrolled in a terminal-occupational course or 
program for whi ch no college credit is granted. Generally 
speaking this would refer to courses at the craftsman-
clerical level" (p. 1). Most of those interviewed assumed 
this classification mean t those courses and programs we now 
call vocational credit or postsecondary adult vocational. 
A subsequent definition issued by the Division in 1965 
supports this assumption: 
Occupational and vocational courses include non-
credit courses, essentially ungraded, generally 
requiring the equivalent of high school graduation in 
age or educational attainment for admission. The 
training is primarily designed to prepare students for 
immediate employment in an occupation, including 
courses designed for those already employed or 
temporarily employed for the purpose of upqrading, 
retraining, refreshing, or teaching new technologies 
in the occupational areas . (FDOE, DCJC, memorandum to 
Junior College Presidents' Council, February 22, 1965) 
In 1971, financial responsibility for community 
colleges was removed from county school boards, and in the 
following school year, the Community College Program Fund 
was established . This new system changed 
enrollme nt fiqures were reported and, once again, 




Startinq with the 1973-74 schoo l year, educational programs 
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were divided into four broad categories, each containing 
numerous disciplines, with no mention of credit or non-
credit. The largest group was called "Advanced and 
Professional" and contained twenty - three disciplines 
ranging from agriculture and natural resources to 
interdisciplinary studies. These were college transfer 
courses which applied to Associate in Arts degrees. The 
second largest group was called "Occupational" and 
contained both colleg e credit and non-credit courses within 
the followin g seven categories: agriculture; distributive; 
health; home economics; office; trade and industrial; and 
technical. It was not until 1975 that the non - credit 
occupational courses were reported separately, making 
time yearl y enrollment comparisons prior to that 
impossible. 
The third major classification was 
"Deve lopmenta 1." It included compensatory and 
entitled 
adult 
elementary and secondary programs. The 
that these programs were not college level 
name indicates 
courses, but 
were they considered credit or non-credit? Again, it 
depended on the time period in question and each college's 
interpretation of credit. When it was financially or 
orqanizationally convenient to call these remedial courses 
credit, many colleqes did so, even if philosophically they 
were not considered colleqe level. According to sources at 
the state level, early reporting of these types of courses 
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was notoriously inconsistent, from year to year, and from 
college to college. The fourth and final major division, 
"Community Instructional Services," was the only area that 
has always been exclusively non-credit. Citizenship and 
avocational courses fall under this category and have 
always been considered non-credit. 
Given these circumstances , it is not surprising that 
problems concerning proper classification began showing up 
in audit reports . In 1985, the Florida Legislature 
redefined credit and non-credit educational programs in 
clear, easy-to-understand terminology. State Board Rule 
6A- 10.33 (FAC, 1985) authorized three types of post-
secondary credit (college, vocational, and preparatory) and 
then defined non-credit as "a term indicating that credit, 
as defined herein, is not awarded. It applies ..• in the 
case of community colleges, to the instructional 
classifications of supplemental, adult basic and secondary, 
citizenship, and recreational." State Board Rule 6A-14.30 
(FAC, 1985) reiterates these classifications and defines 
the types of instruction found within each. 
There are still problems concerning definitions. As 
Pam Whitelock, Dean of Lifelong Learning at Gulf Coast 
Community College, stated in the survey used in this study: 
... the "definition" of continuing education according 
to credit/non-credit status has been one of its 
biggest handicaps. Credit / non-credit status has to do 
with DELIVERY system. It is no more valid a 
delineation than TV versus in-class lecture; 
correspondence versus satellite: 
off, etc. 
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on campus versus 
For the purposes of this study, instructional programs were 
classified as either credit or non - credit; and only those 
categories which are presently defined by Florida State 
Board Rules as "non-credit" have been included. 
ORGANIZATION 
State Level 
Just as the definition of non- credit programs has 
changed over the past thirty years, so has the 
administration and organization of such programs changed 
both at the state and local level. Since there has seldom 
been a common definition of non-credit programs, it is not 
surprising that there has not always been a consistent 
pattern of organization surrounding such programs, either 
at the state or local level. 
Originally, Florida's community colleges were part of 
the public school K-12 system, and state control of the 
programs fell within the Division of Public Schools. The 
Minimum Foundation Program, which was established in 1947 
for the funding of public schools, included a provision for 
"adult education," which was the only form of non-credit 
Programming in those early days. Coming at the end of World 
War II, the primary objective of adult education was 
veteran education. In 1950, Dr. Sam Hand was appointed 
State Director of Veteran Education. 
expanded to the "Adult and Veteran 
His office was 
Sect ion" within 
soon 
the 
Division of Instruction and oversaw the limited non-credit 
Proqrams offered by public community colleges at that time. 
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With expanded interest in vocational-technical 
education throughout the United States, 1954 saw the 
establishment of a new division within the Department of 
Education, the Division of Vocational Education, headed by 
Walter Williams. Within one year, the adult programs were 
moved from the Division of Instruction to the Division of 
Vocational Education. They remained there until 1975 when 
Commissioner Ralph Turlington moved them back to the Public 
Schools Division. 
In the meantime, the Florida Legislature established 
the Division of Community Colleges in 1957 to oversee 
implementation of the Florida Community College System. 
This system had as one of its three original components 
"courses for adults." As with the public school segment, 
these adult courses were the first non-credit courses 
offered by community colleges. In 1974, as part of an 
overall spending reduction move, the Florida Legislature 
instructed newly appointed Commissioner of Education, Ralph 
Turlington, to cut ten percent of his budget, which 
dictated the consolidation of positions. In early 1975, 
Commissioner Turlington announced his reorganizational 
plan. The majority of the adult education component was 
returned to the Division of Public Schools, where it 
remained as a section until 1983. One staff person, Mr. 
James H • " Jim II F 1 i n q , was trans fer red to the Div is ion of 
Community Colleges to man the adult section within the 
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Division of Community Colleges. Mr. Fling has remained in 
that postion and is currently Coordinator of Adult-
Continuing Education and Community Services for the 
Division of Community Colleges. 
In 1983, adult programs were moved back to the 
Division of Vocational Education. This move signaled an 
improvement in the status of adult programming. The name 
of the Division was enlarged from the former Division of 
Vocational Education to the new Division of Vocational, 
Adult and Community Education. The adult component was 
enlarged to include community education and was elevated 
from a section to a bureau level, becoming the Bureau of 
Adult and Communit y Education. 
At the time of this writing, the 1983 organizational 
structure remains in force. Although there is a 
Coordinator of Adult-Continuing Education and Community 
Services within the Division of Community Colleges, the 
majority of programs are administered and monitored through 
the Division of Vocational, Adult, and Community 
which 
they 
has responsibility for all such programs 




university level. Depending on to whom one speaks, this 
has created minor o r major problems in governance. 
The Florida Department of Education is currently 
composed of five major divisions, all reporting to the 
Commissioner of Education, who is elected by popular vote 
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to a four year term of office. The five divisions include: 
the Division of Public Schools; the Division of Community 
Colleges; 
Vocational, 
the Division of Universities; the Division of 
Adult, and Community Education; and the newly 
established Division of Human Resource Development. Until 
the establishment of this last division in 1987, three of 
the four divisions were based on delivery systems and were 
mutually exclusive. The Division of Vocational Education, 
which was established in 1950 and later renamed the 
Division of Vocational, Adult, and Community Education in 
1983, was, and is, the only division based on a program 
area which overlaps other divisions. 
Many c ommunity college administrators, both at the 
state and local level, see this as an area of possible 
problems. While the community colleges receive all their 
state FTE funding from the Community College Program Fund, 
their non-credit programs are monitored for program 
compliance by the staff of the Bureau of Adult and 
Community Education, not the Division of Community 
Colleges. This is seen by many community college 
administrators as a problem because rules and regulations 
are often not the same for public schools and community 
colleges. Often the discrepancies are minor, but 
occasionally there are significant differences. 
Many community college personnel expressed the belief 
that the majority of Bureau of Adult and Community 
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Education staff are more "in tune" to the public school 
side of issues than with the community college viewpoint. 
Adult education programs have traditionally been housed in 
the public school division. Many of the current Bureau 
staff were performing their present duties in 1983, but 
under the umbrella of the public schools division . Added 
to this is the fact that the two programs from which the 
Bureau gets its name - adult and community education - have 
traditionall y been, and continue to be, primarily public 
school functions. Only ten community colleges are 
desi g nated adult education providers compared to all sixty-
seven school districts. Over sixty school districts 
participate in the Community Education grant process; only 
six community colleges do, and three of those have joined 
within the last two years. Given these circumstances, it 
might be difficult for the Bureau staff to be totally 
objective when clashes occur between the public school and 
community college approach to non-credit education. 
When asked about this situation, most Division of 
Vocational, Adult, and Community Education staff, as well 
as the Bureau of Adult and Community Education staff, 
downplayed the problem. Some did not acknowledge the 
exist e nce o f a p roblem. Those that did stated that the 
current o r g ani z ational structure has many more 
than disadvantages. They insisted that 
advantages 
having an 
organizational unit developed along programmatic rather 
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than delivery lines makes for smoother operations and more 
coordination and articulation between educational levels. 
This point of view was not shared by the majority of 
the Division of Community College staff. One administrator 
said, "To some degree, I think that adult education has 
suffered because of that split of responsibility ... We have 
co-existed for the past several years mainly because we 
happen to get along personally .•. We have done it in spite 
of the system rather than because of the system." Clark 
Maxwell, Executive Director of the Division of Community 
Colleg es, and a former state representative and senator, 
predicted that the governance debate will continue until 
"someday it's g oing to have to be addressed by the 
legislature." Until then, the organization of non-credit 
programs at the state level will remain in a mild state of 
confusion. 
Within the Division of Community Colleges, there is a 
hierarchy of councils consisting of personnel from each of 
the twenty-eight community colleges (FDOE, DCC, 1985). 
These councils serve in an advisory capacity and make 
recommendations concerning their respective areas of 
expertise to appropriate Division staff and ultimately to 
the State Board o f Community Colleges. At the head of all 
these Councils is the Council of Presidents, consisting of 
the twenty-eiqht current community colleqe presidents. This 
group meets monthly and monitors matters affecting 
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community colleges. The Director of the Division of 
Community Colleges serves as permanent Executive Secretary 
of the Council. The Council develops recommendations and 
transmits these -recommendations to the State Board of 
Cornmuni ty 
individuals. 
Colleges and other appropriate bodies or 
Serving in an advisory capacity to the Council of 
Presidents are three secondary councils: the Council of 
Instructional Affairs (earlier called the Council of 
Academic Affairs); the Council of Student Affairs; and the 




the appropriate persons from 
community colleges who 
for areas represented by the 
each of the 
have primary 
councils and 
who have been designated by the president. Each council 
makes recommendations to the Council of Presidents on 
matters affecting its specific area of concern. 
Prior to 1974 there was no council devoted entirely to 
the area of continuing education or community services. A 
few presidents had appointed their continuing education 
directors to membership on the Council of Academic Affairs. 
However, the focus of this Council remained on the more 
traditional academic programs. With the increase in non-
traditional education and the emergence of more and more 
community service programs within Florida's community 
colleges, the continuing education members of the Council 
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of Academic Affairs recommended that a separate standing 
committee be formed to deal specifically with issues 
involving continuing education. This recommendation met 
with favorable response, and a representative of the 
Division was assiqned to work with the group in forming the 




first chairman of the Continuing 
Committee was Plano Valdez. Jim 
Education 
Fling was 
appointed permanent Executive Secretary of the Committe in 
1975, a role he still holds. Through the years, the 
Continuing Education Standing Committee, meeting three to 
four times a year, has been effective in influencing 
numerous pieces of legislation and state board rules and 
regulations concerning non-credit programs. Various ad hoc 
committes and task forces have been established by the 
Standing Committee to address specific problems, as well as 
a permanent Sub-Committe on Adult Education for those 
community colleges which administer adult general education 
programs. The Community Instructional Services (CIS), 
Legislative, and Correctional Task Forces have all played a 
role in boosting the statewide commitment to non-credit 
programs. 
One of the most interesting things indicated by this 
research was that no one , either at the state or local 
level, wanted to take blame or credit for the current 
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status of the organizational issue. Those interviewed at 
the state level, especially the Division of Vocational, 
Adult, and Community Education personnel, almost without 
exception stated that the state organization was simply a 
reflection of organizational patterns found at the local 
level, and that state policies were adopted after the fact 
to make the administration of the programs run more 
smoothly. Those respondents at the college level almost 
unanimously indicated that their particular setup was based 
on how the state organization was managed. Considering the 
depth of feelings on the subject of governance, perhaps 
this reluctance to accept either credit or blame is not too 
surprising. 
Local Level 
The organizational structure of non-credit programs at 
the local level has often reflected state and national 
trends. Non-credit programs have traditionally been 
considered an appendage to the "regular" 





organizational chart. This usually meant that most non-
credit programs were handled by the same office that 
handled those "other" programs - those that did not fit 
normal parameters. Before the advent of occupational 
courses, this responsibility often fell to relatively low 
level managers who indirectly reported to the academic or 
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instructional dean. Durinq this same period, adult 
programs within the Department of Education were placed 
under the jurisdiction of the Division of Instruction. 
Later, when vocational education gained a foothole in 
community colleges, many non-credit program s were moved 
under the control of the vocational deans. 
In the seventies, when the concept of community 
services was blossoming, some non-credit programs were 
elevated to a higher position of status. Deans of 
Continuing Education or Directors of Community Services 
were placed higher on the organizational chart than ever 
before. There is still a wide variety of organizational 
structures at the college level, with non-credit programs 
running the gamut from the least prestigious office in the 
college to one of the most prestigious , depending on the 
institution. Recent evidence indicates that, on the whole, 
the status of non-credit departments is definitely rising 
{Thomas, 1985). 
Of the twenty-six community colleges responding to the 
survey used in this study, only three sent organizational 
charts. However, it is possible to draw a fairly accurate 
picture of the non-credit department's relative position 
within the organizational structure of a college from the 
way individual respondents answered several pertinent 
questions . Quite a bit can be learned by simply examining 
the position titles of the respondents. Even though ea ch 
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survey was mailed to the "chief continuing education 
officer" at each college, the twenty-six people responding 
had eighteen different titles. These titles and the 
occurrence frequency of each is as follows: 
1 Director of Adult Education 
1 District Dean of Occupational & Continuing Education 
1 Dean of Lifelong Learning 
1 Director of Extended Studies Program 
1 Coordinator of Continuing Education 
1 Asst. Dean of Continuing Education/Lifelong Learning 
1 Dean of Instructional Services 
1 Director of Adult, Vocational & Continuing Education 
1 Dean of Economic Development 
1 Associate Dean of Academic Affairs 
1 Dean of Extended Studies 
1 Provost of the Open Campus 
1 Director of Career & Continuing Education Curricula 
2 Directors of Community Services 
2 Directors of Continuing Education/Community Services 
3 Deans of Adult and Continuing Education 
4 Directors of Continuing Education. 
There was also one Assistant Dean of Student Services, 
but he was only completing the survey as a professional 
court e sy for the new Continuing Education Specialist who 
had been in the position only a few weeks. The most common 
titles were Dean of Adult and Continuing Education, 
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occurring three times, and Director of Continuing 
Education, occurring four times. 
Of these twenty-six administrators, twenty answered 
that they were the chief non-credit officers at their 
colleges. Those who said they were not the chief non-
credit officers qave that designation to three different 
vice presidents, a director of vocational education, the 
community education specialist mentioned above, and "no one 
- I have two peers." The number of years spent working in 
the non-credit area at the respective colleges ranged from 
one to twenty-four, with the average respondent having been 
involved with the non-credit proqram at his/her current 
institution for 7.5 years. 
Even though over three-fourths of the respondents 
consider themselves to be the chief non-credit officers at 
their colleges, only five have responsibility for all four 
of the non-credit instructional categories examined in this 
study. Eight others stated they had responsibility for 
everything except Adult Basic and Secondary, which their 
institutions are not authorized to provide. Combining 
these two groups still results only in half (thirteen of 
twenty-six) of the chief non-credit officers having 
responsibility 
offerings. 
for their colleqes' total non-credit 
I h t · " What other n response to t e ques 10n, 
responsibilities do you have?", a large number of duties 
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were listed. Although the complete listing would be too 
exhaustive to include, a good sampling of the responses 
demonstrates the diversity and maqnitude of the additional 
responsibilities placed upon non-credit administrators. 
Some of the more common areas of responsibility mentioned 
were: all evening and off-campus courses (both credit and 
business and industry liason; non-credit) ; 
institutes; 
instruction, 
dual enrollment; all non-traditional 
special 
credit 
such as telecourses and individualized 
learning programs; all occupational programs, 
A.S. degree programs; and the administration of 
including 
off - campus 
centers. Some of the more unusual responses were: 
supervision of the college radio station; migrant 
education; grant writing for the entire campus; sex equity; 
recruitment; and coordination of underwater activities. 
One administrator listed "all off campus credit and non-
credit programs; guidance division; library and learning 
resource center; correction and 





Education Standing Committee meeting, this same individual 
identified the following areas of responsibility: adult 
basic education; General 
preparation and testing; 
Education Diploma 
adult hiqh school; 
(GED) 
lifelong 
learning; guidance; recruitment; retention; counseling; 
college and vocational preparatory; College Level Academic 
Skills Test (CLAST); supplemental vocational; library; 
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Individualized Manpower Training (IMT); Center for 
Personalized Training; supervision of three branch 
cam puses; state level corrections academy; prison programs; 
women's programs; and a rape crisis program. He hastened 
to add that all this does not fall on his shoulders alone; 
he h as one full-time administrative assistant and one full-
time secretary . 
To hel p carry out these various responsibilities, all 
non-credit administrators indicated they did have a staff 
wit h in thei r d e p artment. The size of this staff varies 
considerabl y from one institution to another. The smallest 
staff appears to consist o f the non-credit administrator 
and his or h er secretary, while the largest staff includes 
five p rofessionals, six para-professionals, and fifteen 
clerical and suppo rt personnel. Unfortunately, the 
responses to this particular question on the survey were 
not in a format consistent enough to accurately ascertain 
staff levels. Many respondents did not specify part-time 
from full-time employees or professional from clerical 
staff. The best estimate, based on this researcher's 
interpretation of the limited data available, is that t~e 
average non-cre dit of f ice has a total staff of five to six 
empl oyees, many o f whom are either part-time and/or 
cl e rical s upport. 
All 
classifi e d 
but 
as 
one of the twenty-six respondents are 
admini s tra tors, as opposed to faculty or 
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career employees. The one exception is a faculty member 
who stated that the classification was the result of 





in the near future. In response to the 
your position considered top level 
mid-management, or first line 
the answers were split between top level 
administrative and mid-management. Eleven checked top 
level administrative, twelve marked mid-management, and 
two indicated they couldn't decide between the two higher 
levels. Only one respondent classified the job as first 
line supervisory. Only four respondents report directly to 
the President, thirteen others to either a Vice President 
or Provost, seven to a Dean, and two to a Director. Most 
of the reporting seems to be done through the academic side 
of the house. 
When asked "How has the relative position of the non-
credit department changed within the organizational 
structure of the colleqe over the college's history?", most 
respondents seemed to be pleased at the progress their 
Programs 
status 
have made . Eigh t een , or 72 percent, said the 
had improved, five (20 percent) felt it had stayed 
pretty much the same, and only two, or 8 percent, felt the 
situation had declined over the years. One respondent 
failed to answer . Some attribu ted the improved status to a 
new President, increased FTE generation by the department, 
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added responsibilities with proven results, or the prestige 
of a successful joint venture with the local school board. 
It should not be assumed that those who reported no change 
in the non-credit department position on campus meant this 
in a negative way. One such respondent explained, " [non-
credit] has always been considered high priority." Perhaps 
the most telling response was the one that explained, 
"[the non-credit department] has moved from status of 
stepchild reporting to instructional dean to department 
reporting to President - equivalent to Dean [but] without 
salary and title." 
In summary, the organizational structure and status of 
the non-credit departments at the college level have 
improved over the past thirty years. What was once "hidden 
in the old office down the hall" (Thomas, 1985, p. 22) has 
been given, at least at some colleges, a more visible 
position within the institutional hierarchy. 
Supporting Organizations 
As with most special interest groups, non-credit 
administrators have found it beneficial to form cooperative 
relationships with others who share similar interests. 
Sometimes these relationships are informal and transitory, 
lasting only as long as the particular situation requires. 
Others, however, become more formalized and are designed to 
permanently serve a particular function or fulfill a 
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special purpose. Professional organizations, such as 
regional, state, national, and international associations 
and councils, are examples of formal communications 
networks that have helped non-credit administrators improve 
their programs over the years. 
To discuss in detail, or even to list, all of the 
possible professional organizations to which non-credit 
professionals could and do belong is not a goal of this 
study. It is important, however, to note that such 
organizations do exist and have very often proven to be 
effective mechanisms for advocating and achieving desired 
non-credit outcomes. 
A listing of such organizations might best be 
described as a bowl of alphabet soup with the many acronyms 
educators use. Following is a list of some of the more 
popular groups among those Florida non-credit professionals 
responding 
organizations 
to this study's survey. 
















- American Association of Adult and Community 
Education 
- American Society of Personnel Administrators 
- A~erican Association of Training and 
Development 
- Communitv Based Education 
- Florida Association of Adult Educators 
- Florida Association of Community Colleqes 
- Florida Association for Community Education 
- Florida Adult Education Association 
- Florida Council on Aginq 
- Florida Council of Leaders of Lifelong 
Learners 
NCCSCE - National Council on Community Services and 
Continuing Education. 
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Non-credit administrators in Florida do not just 
belong to these organizations; they frequently hold high 
leadership positions in them. Over the years, numerous 
Florida community colleqe educators have and continue to 
direct these groups as they go about their individual tasks 
of championing the position of their respective 
constituencies. These organizations have worked separately 
and collectively on tasks ranging from writing simple 
position papers to helping draft proposed leqislation and 
state board rules and regulations. Cooperation between the 
groups is usually the norm, but as organizational officials 
stated, even these structures are not immune to occasional 
differences of opinion. 
FUNDING 
National Pers pective 
Adequate funding is usually a major concern of 
community college administrators. Education, like any 
other public service, relies heavily on public tax dollars, 
and must constantly fight for its piece of a sometimes 
dwindling pie. Due partly to philosophical tenets and 
partly to demographics, kindergarten through twelfth grade 
(K-12) programs have always received the largest portion of 
the pie. What is left is divided among postsecondary 
institutions, but not evenly. In Florida, the university 
system's share of the Department of Education budget is 
usually almost twice that allocated for the community 
college system. During the 1986-87 fiscal year, for 
example, publ'ic elementary and secondary schools received 
43.1 percent of the state's general revenue appropriations, 
while universities received 10.7 percent, and community 
colleges' share was 5.1 percent (FDOE, 1987a). 
Non-credit programs have not been, and probably never 
will be, the first priority of any community college. 
Therefore, they have not been first on the list when monies 
are distributed. In a national study conducted in 1982 by 
the Educational Commission of the States, it was learned 
that thirty states fund community colleges on some type of 
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formula basis. Of those thirty states, only seven 
reported that community services was included in their 
funding formulas. Over three-fourths of the states totally 
excluded non-credit programs from the regular funding 
process. 
community 
In four of the seven states that do recognize 
services in their fundng formulas, major 
restrictions exist. Arkansas, for example: 
specifically excludes noncredit instruction from state 
support and funds only the administrative overhead 
costs of community services programming. In 
Tennessee, governing board policy clearly mandates 
that continuing education units (CEU) and noncredit 
activities be self-supporting. The state provides 
funds ($50,000 annually for community colleges and 
technical institutes with enrollments of 2,500 or 
less, and $75,000 for larger institutions) only for 
the administration of public service and continuing 
education programs. In fact, as in many other states, 
colleges in Tennessee are expected to collect a 
surcharge (25 percent) from students in order to 
defray all costs (aside from the aforementioned 
administrative grant) associated with these 
activities. 
Similarly, Kansas and Louisiana explicitly 
exclude noncredit (Kansas) and continuing education 
(Louisiana) courses from state funding. Iowa, which 
does fund certain community services programming on a 
contact hour basis, excludes recreational and 
avocational activities as well as programs for 
nonresidents. In Pennsylvania the picture is somewhat 
brighter. Pennsylvannia, although calculating 
community services activities as laboratory hours for 
FTE purposes, funds community services enrollments at 
the same rate as other (laboratory) programs •..• 
(Atwell et al., 1982, p. 42-43) 
In New York, state funding is provided for community 
services courses classified as "vocational, remedial, and 
community services" 
"pleasure group." 
but not for a category 




avocational and seminar/workshop activities but does fund a 
non-credit category entitled "Continuing Education" which 
includes apprenticeship programs, adult basic education and 
GED training, and supervisory development training. 
Maryland has approved several classifications of noncredit 
courses which receive state funding at the same level as 
credit courses. Included are courses of a vocational 
nature, those related to health and safety, industrial 
training, courses leading to licensure or certification, 
developmental courses, and community development 
activities. Avocational courses are not eligible for state 
aid. Kentucky, which does not utilize a funding formula, 
requires that all direct costs of community services 
programs be self-supporting and is on the verge of 
requiring at least some of the indirect costs be covered by 
user fees (Atwell et al., 1982). 
Atwell et al. (1982, p. 43) describes North Carolina 
as a "ray of optimism" for those who look to the states to 
fund community services. That state's funding formula 
provides support for both credit and non-credit extension 
or continuing education activities, although the rate is 
slightly less than half of that for regular credit 
programs . Support is ava ilabl e in categories entitled 
occupational exte nsi on, academ ic extension, avocational, 
and practical skills. Only recreational activities are 
excluded from funding. In add ition to this state support, 
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colleges may use local tax funds or support from local 
business and industry to fund additional non-credit 
programs. 
Needless to say, community services activities in 
North Carolina are flourishing. North Carolina leads 
the nation in community services enrollments with 
nearly a million citizens enrolled in community 
colleges (Yarrington, 1982, p. 76). Even more 
impressive is the ratio of community education 
enrollments to credit enrollments. Nationally, this 
ratio is slightly less that one- to-one (.86/1 . 0). In 
North Carolina community education enrollments are 4-
1/2 times credit enrollments. Only Wisconsin 
approaches such a ratio. This is ample testimony of 
the impact of adequate funding upon participation in 
community services activities. (Atwell et al., 1982, 
p. 4 4) 
Massachusetts holds the distinction of being the least 
financially supportive state when it comes to community 
services. Not only are community services excluded in the 
state funding formula, but community services are required 
to recover through fees all direct and indirect costs of 
providing services. Administrative and clerical salaries, 
advertising and printing, maintenance, utilities, even rent 
on space utilized must be covered by the community services 
administrator, who is much like a private contractor who 
buys space and other goods from the community college and 
sells services to the public. Credit courses offered in 
the evening s or during the summer must face the same lack 
of financial support (Atwell et al., 1982). 
California is perhaps the best known state where 
funding is concerned. In June of 1978, California voters 
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passed the Jarvis-Gann Initiative, better known as 
Proposition 13. Prior to Proposition 13, community 
services in California were funded for more than two 
decades by a special purpose permissive tax (Ireland, 
1982), and the state had lonq been considered a leader in 
the community services area (Atwell et al., 1982). 




non-credit classes, recreational classes and 
cultural events, and community development 
In the words of Jackie Ireland (1982), 
Assistant Dean of Instruction and Community Services at 
West Los Angeles College, California was enjoying a "Golden 
Era" of community services: 
Thousands of classes were provided at little or no 
cost to senior citizens in convalescent hospitals and 
retirement centers. Programs were established for 
intellectually gifted minors. The public flocked to 
campuses to utilize recreation facilities under the 
sponsorship of community services. Classical concerts 
and jazz ensembles were featured. (p. 13) 
This Golden Era ended with the passage of Proposition 
13. In one year , the state's community services budget was 
reduced by nearly 62 percent. Total number of 
participants declined 36 percent, with three-fourths of 
this drop cominq in recreational, cultura l, and community 
development programs. The number of programs offered 
declined 57 percent while the cost of such programs 
increased 80 percent (Ireland, 1980). 
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Proposition 13 impacted not only non-credit education, 
but all aspects of the community college budget. The 
community services function, however, sustained a greater 
than proportional injury than other program areas as 
community colleges reexamined their missions. As Ireland 
( 19 80 ) explains, community services received only 42 
percent of what could have been allocated even after the 
Proposition 13 cuts. "In other words, community services 
budgets were cut initially as a result of the passage of 
Proposition 13. But, community services budqets were also 
cut by colleges as educational priorities were reordered in 
a time of reduced dollars" (p. 11). 
As Proposition 13 decreased participation in community 
services and increased fees, the very nature of community 
services was transformed. Community services became 
business ventures out to generate money. "It became a 
private college for those who have the ability to pay, a 
private college within a larger community college framework 
which is dedicated to the principles of free and open 
access" 
decreased, 
(Ireland, 19 80 , p. 13 ) • Also, as 
amounts and types of services changed. 
budgets 
Before 
Proposition 13, a wide array of educational, cultural, 
recreational, 
offered. 
and community development activities were 
Now, only those programs that can be self-supporting 
can be provided. Non-credit classes are the most 
successful type of income producing program• In only 
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a few unique situations do colleges have cultural, 
recreational, or community development activities that 
can support themselves. Thus, practitioners will be 
in the non-credit class business instead of being the 
providers of true community service. Only when income 
producing programs generate enough dollars to support 
low-or non-income producing programs are community 
services able to provide any service to the 
economically disadvantaged. Only then are community 
services able to approach balanced programming which 
is desirable in a state committed to a comprehensive 
community college philosophy. (Ireland, 1980, p. 13) 
The research shows that more states are following 
California's lead. After reviewing state funding practices 
and trends across the nation, Atwell et al. (1982) came to 
this " inescapable conclusion" : 
With a few notable exceptions, community services 
activities are expected to be self-supporting ... 
Colleges are finding themselves on their own to fund 
the direct costs of noncredit instruction •.. Community 
colleges can count on little more than support for 
some or all of the overhead costs of community 
services programs from state funds. Nothing in the 
discussions with state officials points to a 
liberalizing of these funding practices. In fact, the 
trend is toward expecting the local level of 
government to absorb more and more of the costs of 
community services programs. With the gradual but 
definite assumption of the responsibility for funding 
operating costs of community colleges by the states, 
local support for community services has come to mean 
user fees. Yet these fees are set at a rate high 
enough to return not only the direct costs of 
instruction but also frequently they include an 
override or surcharge of up to 50 percent in order to 
defray part or all of the indirect costs. Tho 
prospects of support from federal sources seem dim 
and, although a major source of support in a few 
institutions, substantial funding assistance from the 




In comparison to most other states, Florida has been, 
and continues to be, financially supportive of non - cred i t 
education. Of the current four basic categories of non-
credit instruction offered by community colleges, the state 
provides at least partial funding for all but one, 
recreational and leisure time courses. In the past, even 
this category had state support . 
Much of this statewide acceptance of financial 
responsibility for non-credit courses can be credited to 
the founders of the Florida Community College System . From 
its incept ion, "courses for adults" were included as one of 
the three missions of community colleges. Therefore, 
rationale for funding these types of programs existed from 
the very start. Only the type and extent of funding has 
changed over the years. 
From 1957 until 1972, community colleges in Florida were 
funded through the Junior College Minimum Foundation 
Proqram. The Minimum Foundation Program was enacted by the 
1947 Legislature as the means of funding the public school 
system, of which two junior colleges were then a part. 
With the establishment of the community college system in 
1957, the Minimum Foundation Prog ram was divided into two 
parts, with separate budgets for the K-12 and community 
college components. In 1963, the Florida Legislature 
established a separate Junior College Minimum Foundation 
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Program. Monies were allocated based on a formula which 
included the following three components: 1) number of 
instructional units, based on full-time equivalent students 
(FTE); 2) rank and experience of instructors; and 3) 
financial contributions of the county to the program, based 
on the county's ability to pay (FDOE, 1966). 
Comprehensive financial records for the early years of 
the community college system could not be found. Certain 
information is available for some years and not for others. 
It was not until the 1973-74 school year, with the full 
implementation of the Community College Program Fund, that 
detailed and consistent reporting became available. 
In the early years of the system, all non-credit courses 
were funded through the Minimum Foundation Program at the 
same rate as credit occupational programs (one FTE for 
every 810 contact hours). Under this policy, non-credit 
programs grew by leaps and bounds. By 1972, well over 
100,000 people were enrolled in a variety of non-credit 
programs at Florida's community colleges, ranging from 
basic literacy instruction to leadership training (FDOE, 
DCC, 1984). The growth of these programs coupled with the 
overall growth of community college enrollment meant the 
legislature was facing ever increasing needs and a dollar 
base that could not keep pace with those needs. 
During the 1971 legislative session, the Florida 
Legislature decided that when there are not adequate funds 
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to provide for all of the educational needs of the state: 
••. it was their intent that the available funds be 
used first to assure that all fulltime 
transfer and occupational programs were 
and that if there have to be cuts, they 
the non-credit area. 
students in 
accommodated, 
should be in 
The legislators further made it abundantly clear 
that in view of the dollar shortage they did not 
intend that avocational or recreational type courses 
be supported by state funds. ( L. G, Henderson, 
memorandum to Community College Presidents, July 16, 
1971, p. 1) 
State statutes and divisional policy statements were 
changed to clearly remove these leisure time courses from 
state funding. A new classification entitled "Community 
Instructional Services" was established. Two types of non -
credit progams were included under this umbrella term, 
" C i t i z e n sh i p" and "Avocational." Citizenship courses 
continued to be funded while avocational courses had to be 
self-supporting. Eventually, a stipulation that 
avocational courses must generate 125 percent of 
instructional costs of the programs was added, 
direct 
following 
the national trend that these types of courses not only 
cover the direct costs but also provide for some of the 
indirect costs as well. This marked the first major change 
in the way Florida funded non-credit courses. 
The next major change also involved the term 
"Citizenship Instructional Services" but in a different 
manner. Even though recreational courses were officially 
removed from the funding formula, many community colleges 
continued to report increasingly large numbers of FTE's 
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under the Citizenship category. Whether these courses were 
indeed citizenship courses, or sometimes recreational 
courses with creatively deceptive titles, is a matter of 
opinion. In any event, the legislature still found itself 
faced with the problem of too many requests for funds and 
not enough dollars to go around. Once again, non - credit 
proq rams were the ones cut. Instead of doing away with 
Citizenship funding altogether, the legislature removed it 
from the FTE basis and established a special categorical 
g rant called "Community Instructional Services" 
non-cre dit programs and activities in seven 
to fund 
specific 
citizenship areas: health; safety; enviro~ment; human 
relations; consumer economics; government; and child 
rearing / education. The initial state CIS 
$2.3 million. Funding continued for 
allocation was 
this program, 
although rarely at a consistent level, until 198 7 when the 
legislature replaced CIS with a new category entitled 
"Lifelong Learning." 
Funding for Adult Basic and Secondary and Supplemental 
programs has remained fairly consistent throughout the 
thirty years Florida's community colleges have been in 
existence. The only major change involved the means of 
calculating an FTE. As stated earlier, all non-credit 
Programs are calculated on student contact hours instead of 
credit hours. In 1981, the formula for equating contact 
hours into credit hours changed, from 810 to 900. This 
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move was made to bring the community college system in line 
with the formulas being used by the public schools and 
universities. The formula for calculating a credit FTE was 
also changed. Thirty semester hours had always been the 
equivalent of one credit FTE. This was changed to forty, 
to more accurately reflect the growing number of summer 
enrollments. Even though it now takes more students and/or 
longer classes to generate the same FTE as before, the non-
credit area actually came out better than the credit area. 
Going from 810 to 900 contact hours for each non-credit FTE 
meant an eleven percent increase. Adding ten additional 
semester hours to the thirty already required for a credit 
FTE resulted in more than a thirty-three percent increase 
for the majority of FTE funded programs. 
Funding for the four non-credit program areas is 
discussed in greater detail in Chapter Four, where each of 
the four areas is examined. Community college allocations 
typically do not identify individual program areas. 
However, end of the year cost analyses do report 
expenditures on an individual basis for most program areas. 
Tables 1-4 in Appendix E gives the total cost/FTE of three 
non-credit instructional categories (recreational, 
citizenship, and adult basic and secondary) as well as all 
instruction from 1973 to 1986. Information is unavailable 
for supplemental programs since they have traditionally 
been included with all vocational programs (credit and non-
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credit) 1n cost reports. Tables 5-8 compare the cost of 
recreational, citizenship, and adult basic and secondary 
non-credit programs to the total college instructional FTE 
cost and give a wei g hted factor for each. 
CHAPTER IV 
PROGRAMMATIC FINDINGS 
RECREATIONAL AND LEISURE PROGRAM 
Perhaps the most interesting of the four non- credit 
instructional programs is the one that deals with courses 
that are designed to be taken "just for the fun of it." 
Durinq the past thirty years, this category has been known 
by a number of titles, including recreation, avocation, 
leisure time, and combinations of these labels. Other 
generic terms which apply to the types of courses offered 
under this category include personal enrichment, pleasure 
time, and hobby courses. 
No other non-credit programs evoke the controversy 
and philosophical debates which have always surrounded 
recreational programs. 
existence since their 






dancing, poodle grooming, and cake decorating lowers the 
academic integrity of the institution. Others, including 
most legislators, will acquiesce to their existence as lonq 
as taxpayers' dollars are not spent on them (Parnell, 
1982). Yet some educators, including many interviewed in 
this study, Eeel that the basic philosophical ideals on 
which the comprehensive community college was built 
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requires them , and tod a y ' s changing lifestyles and 
demograph i cs - par ti cular l y in Florida - encourages them 
(Gollattschek , 1983 ; Thorn ton , 1972). 
Recreational courses we r e not i dentified as a distinct 
and reportable i nst r uct i o na l categ o r y until the 1973-74 
school year , but some c omm unity co l leges had been offering 
them since the day the colleg es opened their doors. The 
original community col l eg e l eg islation authorized junior 
colleges to offer t hree t ypes of instruction: 
. . . ( a) a program of ge ne r al education consisting of 
classical and scie ntific c ourses in the thirteenth and 
fourteenth grades para ll e l to that of the first and 
second years o f work at a senior four-year state 
institution of highe r learning; (b) terminal courses 
of a techni cal a nd voca tional nature; and (c) courses 
for adults . (Flo r ida Statutes [F.S.] 228.13, 1957) 
Whether or not thi s t h i rd category was intended to 
include courses of a pure l y recreational nature is a 
ma tter of op i nion. When questioned by this researcher, even 
the a ut hor of the or i g inal Master Plan admitted that the 
wo rd ing wa s pu rpos e fully vague . According to Dr. 
Wat t enbarger , " 'co urse s for adults' was designed to be a 
ge ne ral cate gory to p rovi de chances for personal 
improvem ent of ad ults, howe ver that is defined by the 
i nd i v i dua l colleges. If that included recreational 
co urst::ls , so be i t." I n def ining the function of a community 
co ll ege , Dr. Wa tten ba r ge r (1953) stated: 
A public j uni or c o lleg e should provide opportunities 
fo r th e yo u t h as wel l a s for the adults of a community 
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to de v elop in t o bet t e r f unctioning individuals and 
citizens . Citize ns hip s hould be interpreted in its 
bro adest se n se : th e ability to contribute to and 
re c eive f r om the c omm un ity a complete i ntellectual, 
s o c i a 1 , e co n om i c , a nd p o 1 i t i ca 1 1 i f e . ( p • 1 O ) 
In their 1 9 5 7 r e po rt t o the State Board of Education, 
entitled The Community Jun ior Co l leg e in Florida's Future, 
t he Communi t y College Council stated that "programs of 
adult education and comm u ni t y service have come to be a 
characteristic of community junior c olleg~s. This area of 
work includes not only credit courses b ut also many non-
credit courses, frequently offere d at n i g ht" ( p . 11). 
Whether these non - credit night c ourses were meant to 
include recreational course s or no t i s really a moot point. 
The fact is that many such c ours e s were offered, and 
continue to be offered , by communi t y col l e g es. 
Recreational courses hav e been recognized as a 
legitimate function of o r g an ize d education at the national 
l evel . As early as 19 1 8 , "worthy use of leisure time" has 
been an accepted objective of p u b lic education, having been 
l i sted a s one of t he seven "Cardinal Principles of 
Secondary Education" (Pull i am , 198 2 ) . In 1948, S. V. 
Mar torana reported that 41 perce n t o f the junior colleges 
in the United States with adult educatio n prog rams p rovided 
avocational and recreational c o u rse s (Th o rnton, 1972). 
Thornto n (1972) s ugge s ted that r ecreational courses 
Pl ay a v i tal role in s o lv ing an i mportant s o cial p roblem. 
Re c e n t incre as es in the am ou nt of leisure time combined 
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with the monotonous and uninspiring nature of many 
occupations encourages adults to seek a creative outlet for 
their energy. Academic and vocational studies often serve 
this purpose , but "for some students, classes in 
avocational skills are equally valid and important" (p. 
251-252). Thornton also identified another important 
reason for recreational courses: 
A new educational purpose has been created by 
developments of the past half century . Increasingly 
urbanized split -level l iving in mechanized houses has 
combined with earlier retirement ages and longer life 
expectancies to create a new and numerous class of 
senior citizens. To many of them, the new- coined 
adjective , "roleless", applies with tragic exactitude. 
In each of our cities can be found a sizable group of 
retired men and widowed women who are still alert, 
able, reasonably healthy , but lonely and unoccupied. 
In the prime of life, many prize their hard-won free 
time; but when all of one's time is free, leisure 
becomes a dehumanizinq bu rden rather than an 
opportunity. Society must face the increasing 
problem of its older members and search diligently for 
humane solutions. The junior college can contribute 
significantly to these solutions ••. Philosophy, 
history, current events, geography through 
travelogues, literature, and some hobby classes have 
all proved to be of interest and of value when offered 
primarily for classes of students over 60 years of 
age. (p. 251) 
Florida has one of th e largest senior citizen 
populations in the nation. Over two million p eople over the 
age of 65 resided in Florida in 1987, a population segment 
that has doubled in the past decade and a half. 
Proj e ctions released by the Universiy of Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research indicate that by the year 
2000, there will be 364,000 Floridia ns over the age of 85, 
101 
recreational courses were funded and that such funding was 
built into the funding formula. Others, particularly those 
whose work in adult education predates the founding of the 
community college system, stated that courses of a purely 
recreational nature were never intended to be funded and 
those colleges which did so, did so only until they were 
"caught." This researcher was unable to find a definitive 




the community college system was in its 
reporting procedures did not resemble the 
detailed analysis now available. Courses 
were classi f ied, reported, and funded based on three broad 
instructional areas. Those areas were: 1) College Credit; 
2) Terminal-Occupational Non-Credit; and 3) Adult Non-
credit. An adult non-credit course was defined simply as 
any "non-credit course other than a terminal-occupational 
course" ( F DOE , DC JC , 1 9 6 4 ) . The on 1 y g u id e 1 in e for these 
courses was Department of Education Bulletin 70H-15 (and 
subsequent editions entitled Adult General Education 
Courses) which listed adult general education courses 
approved for state funding. Approved courses included art, 
astronomy, chorus, bible history, music appreciation, and 
many others which could be taken "for the purpose of 
receivinq high school credit toward a high school diploma 
or to meet n y o the r person a 1 go a l" ( F DOE , 1 9 7 5 , P • 16 ) · 
N · 11 h 1 goal" o restrictions were placed on this ot er persona 
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except in some instances where the phrase "which is not 
purely vocational in nature" (p. 12) was added .. No 
additional distinction was made between courses which were 
more hobby oriented and those which were more academically 
oriented, and all courses received the same funding. 
During this time period, the public schools had a more 
sophisticated reporting procedure. Within the Adult 
General Education funding category there was an area 
called "Community Service/Personal Improvement" which 
apparently was comparable to some of the recreational 
courses offered by the community colleges. State Board 
Rule 6A-6.13 includes the following exclusion in its 
definition of the curriculum of a general adult education 
program: 
Only those courses which are clearly educational as 
distinguished from those which are recreational in 
nature shall be approved for use of adult education 
instruction units. No adult class or course which is 
primarily recreational in nature shall be approved for 
the use of minimum foundation program funds. (FAC, 
1972) 
The key word here appears to be "primarily." 
Courses of a purely recreational nature were offered by the 
public schools, but on a fee supported basis. However, a 
misunderstanding by legislators regarding which courses 
were and were not included under the community 
service/personal improvement area almost "killed the adult 
program in 1959 because of the so-called 'frills' offered 
through Eee supported classes but blamed on the personal 
enrichment part of the st a t e fund ed a d ult p rogram 11 
1977, p . 8). 
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(FDOE, 
By statutory definiti o n , a ll adu lt education programs, 
including those administere d by commun ity colleges, were 
part of the public s c hoo l sys t em . As s u c h , these programs 
were coordinated by th e Depar t me nt o f Education, Public 
School Division, Adult Educa tion Section , sup ervised by Dr. 
Sam Hand . In September of 19 60, Dr. Hand p articipated in 
the annual Florida Junior Col l eg e Conf erence held at 
Florida State University. There he met with community 
service providers from community c ol leges across t h e state. 
The purpose of that meeting was t o "ac qu ai n t j unior college 
officials with the Adult Education proq r am in t he state and 
how this program is integrated in the j u n ior colleg e 
f u n c t i on of com rn u n i t y s e r v i c e" ( Ro b i n son , 1 9 6 0 , p . 9 ) . Dr . 
Hand suggested that junior co lleges could serve the 
community by offering program s in th e f ollowing four 
areas : self-improvement; family l i v i ng ; citizensh ip 
training; and upgrading and skill s for wor k . 
To be eligible for funding, the s e no n - credit adult 
programs had to fit into one of the following in s tructio nal 
cateqories: g eneral adult; agriculture; indu s tria l ; home 
economics; distributive education; and bu s iness ed ucat ion. 
At that time, each instructional uni t wa s b ased on a f ull-
time teacher instructing a class of 15 members for 900 
cloc k hou rs. Each unit provided stat e fu nds f or salary , 
current 
addition, 
operating expense , a nd cap ital 






a pproximately $550 for e ac h instru c t ional unit . Therefore, 
a s long as a cours e co u ld fit u nd e r o ne of these broad 
categories , it was an a dult educa t ion c o u rse and received 
adult education funding . No ment i o n was made of the 
requirement that cours e s o f a pu re ly r ecreational nature 
should not be included. 
Since all adult non-c red i t courses were reported 
under the broad instructional category "Ad u lt Non-Credit" 
until 1973, there is no accurate way of k nowi ng exactly how 
many persons were enrolled in cou rs e s we now would consider 
recreational or even how many individual c olleg es offered 
recreational programs. The annual Re por t s of Florida ' s 
Public Community Colleges for th e 196 8- 69 , 1969-70, and 
1970 - 71 school years include a l is t o f al l General Adult 
Edu c ation courses offered th roughout t h e system. The 
following is a partial listing of tho se courses which, by 
their titles alone, c ould b e inte r pre t e d to be of a 
recreational nature: 
boating safety 




s c uba diving 
traveling ab road 
jewelry mak i ng 
flow e r arranging 
n um i sm at i cs 
photogra p h y 
c er am ics. 
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This list does not include courses offered in art, 
music, literature, psychology, speech, or physical 
education, which could have easily been recreational in 
nature as well as designed to meet high school graduation 
requirements. Nor does this list contain many of the 
vocationally oriented classes which were offered, such as 
bookkeeping, upholstery, home maintenance, therapeutical 
hypnosis, blueprint reading and drafting, auto mechanics, 
aeronautic training, pattern design, or landscaping (even 
though Bulletin 70H-15 specifically excluded the obtaining 
of personal goals of a purely vocational nature as a 
legitimate course objective). Such courses, depending on 
the purposes of the individual students, may have been 
recreational or occupational in nature. 
As the years went 
offering more non-credit 
by, community colleges began 
adult education programs to more 
students. As Figure H-1 in Appendix H shows, there was an 
almost steady climb in the adult non-credit enrollment from 
1960 to 1972. The only year whi ch showed a marked decline 
was 1971, which was a year of economic recession in the 
United States . The non-credit percentage of total college 
enrollment remained relatively constant, at approximately 
27 rercent (see Table G-1 in Appendix G). 
Throughout the 1960's, community colleges in 
flourished. Seventeen colleges were established 





365,245 in 1971, an almost ten-fold increase. Economic 
factors, however, were not positive in the early 1970's. 
Legislators were faced with the prob lem of funding more 
students with fewer dollars. At the same time, rumors that 
c ommuni ty colleges were spending scarce resources on such 
items as dog obedience classes and c ho ir practice sessions 
began to surface. Durinq the 1971 legislative session, 
Senator Robert Haverfield (Democrat, Dade County), speaking 
in both the Higher Education and Appropriation Committees, 
stated that "when there are not adequate funds to provide 
for all educational needs of the State, it is not the 
Legislative intent that the available funds be used to 
support avocational a nd recreational courses" ( L. G. 
Henderson , office memorandum to J. W. Seay, February 18, 
1972, p . 1) . 
According to Dr. Lee Henderson (office memorandum to 
J. w. Seay , February 18, 1972), then Director of the 
Division of Community Colleges, when Senator Haverfield 
made these statements, "he was speaking specifically to 
community colleges" (p. 1) . In an explanatory memorandum to 
the preside nt s of Florida's communit y colleges, 
(July 16 , 1971) wrote: 
Henderson 
Key members of the Legis l a ture mad e it very clear that 
it was their intent that the f unds appropriated for 
the 1971 -7 2 fiscal year be used first to assure _that 
all fulltime studen ts in transfer and o ccupational 
proqams were accommodated , and that if there have to 
be cuts, they should be in the non-credit area. 
The legislators f urther made it abundantly clear 
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that in v i e w o f t h e dollar sho rtag e they did not 
inte n d that avo c a t ional or recreational type courses 
be s u pport ed by sta t e f un d s. ( p . 1) 
Whe t he r or not t h e leg islature h ad eve r meant to fund 
recrea t ional cours es i n t h e past became irrelevant. It was 
clear that they d i d no t p lan to f und t h em in the future. 
To insure tha t st a te board and divisional policy 
concurred with legisla t iv e intent, Ed ucation Commissioner 
Floyd T . Christian appo i n ted a tas k force consisting of Tom 
Culton of the Division of Pu b li c Sch o o ls, Harold Kastner of 
the Division of Community Co llege s, and L. A. Holmes and 
Jim Fling , both of the Divi s io n o f Vocati o nal, Technical, 
and Adult Education , to researc h the current status of 
avocational courses and mak e r e commendati o ns f o r new 
policies more co nsisten t wit h the intent o f the 
legislature . Specifically , the ta s k fo rce was charged with 
the followi ng t a s ks : 
1 ) Documen t t he e x isting written state policies 
gover n ing the offe r ing of avo c a tional o r recreational 
co u rses for ad u lts ...• 
2) Ex ami ne c u r r e n t practices a t both the state 
and local l evel and ind i cate whe t he r o r not actual 
practices are : a) consiste nt wi th writt e n policies, 
[or] b) conflict with writ t e n po lici e s. 
3) Develop recommended ne w, or mod i f ications of, 
requlations , policies , and any other doc uments so that 
the official state policy and prac tice f or all 
avocational or recreationa l cour s es for ad ults will be 
the same regardless of whether or no t the course is 
offered by a schoo l d i stric t or a c ommunity colleg e. 
4) Specific attention s houl d b e g iven to 
needs of se n ior citize n s a nd s pecifi c p rovision 





need. (F. T. Christian, memorandum to T. Culton, J. 
Fling, L. A. Holmes, & H. Kastner, March 14, 1972, p. 
1-2) 
The task force completed its work and recommended the 
following statement of policy concerning adult education 
courses: 
Community Service education and continuing education 
programs including educational courses for senior 
citizens shall be a state objective for post secondary 
and adult education provided by both school districts 
and community / junior colleges ~s prescribed by 
guidelines of the Commissioner; provided, however, 
courses which are "avocational or recreational" shall 
be supported by fees and no State funds shall be 
allocated or used to support them. (FDOE Task Force on 
Adult Education Courses, memorandum to F. T. 
Christian, April 19, 1972, p. 1) 
In response to their second charge of comparing actual and 
written policies, the task force reported that "the current 
practices at both the State and local levels were found to 
be fairly consistent with written policies" (p. 2). 
The end result of the debate over funding of 
recreational courses was that, in 1973, the community 
colleges' reporting classifications were chanqed to more 
clearly distinquish between various types of instruction. 
Course offerings for adults were classified under the two 
major categories of " Developmental Instruction" 
"Recreati o nal 
and 
and 11 Community 
Leisure -time 
Instructional Services." 
Instruction" was o ne of two sub-units of 
Community Instructional Services. The other sub-unit was 
11 Citizenship Instruction." Recreational and leisure-time 
courses were to be completely self-supporting based on the 
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collection of student fees. No state monies were to be 
used to support this type of instruction. This policy of 
non-support for recreational courses became even stronger 
when regulations were changed to require that fees for 
recreational courses must cover not only the direct cost of 
such programs but also mu st generate 25 percent more in 
order to assure that some, if not all, of the indirect cost 
of supporting these programs be covered . _ 
In the late 1970's and early 1980's, when college 
credit enrollments started declining and colleges were 
losing FTE's, some colleges totally abandoned their 
recreational programs in favor of other non-credit 
programs, particularly supplemental vocational, which could 
generate FTE's. As one respondent expl ained, "All of a 




ed. program s became very 
were challenged to begin turning 
fun and games activities to FTE 




While enrollment figures for recreational courses over 
the last fourteen years have stayed relatively steady, the 
percent these courses make up of the tota l non-credit 
enrollment has decreased significantly. As the following 
pie charts demonstrate, recreational and avocational 
courses have always made up the smallest po rtion of total 
non-credit offerings. 
1975 
TOTAL SYSTElil ENROLLMENT 
SUPPLEMENTAL (.39,BX} 
ADULT B. & S. (18.2'C) 
cmZENSHIP (20,5'f;) 
Figure 1. Percentage of Total Non -Credit Enrollment 
by Program Areas, 1975-76. 
1980 
TOTAL SYSTEl,I ENROLLMENT 
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ADULT B, &: S, (19,lm) 
cmZENSHIP (.31.1,C) 
Figure 2 . Percentage of Non - Credit Enrollment 
by Program Areas, 1980 - 81. 
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19B5 
TOTAL SYSTEl.4 EN ROUJ.IENT 
SUPPLEMENTAL ( 41. 1 ") 
ADULT B. & S. (20.8") 
cmZENSHIP (:2.3.6") 
Figure 3. Percentage of Total Non-Credit Enrollment 
by Individual Program Areas in 1985-86. 
These charts show total non-credit enrollment for all 
twenty-eight community colleges at five year intervals. In 
1975, recreational courses were responsible for 21.6 
percent of the total non-credit enrollment throughout the 
system. By 1980, this percentage had fallen to 13.9 
percent, and in 1985, even with increases in the senior 
citizen population (the typical participant in these 
courses), the recreational portion of the total non-credit 
enrollment was only 14.5 percent. For a complete 
description of enrollment in recreational courses at each 
of the twenty-eight community colleges as well as for the 
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entire system since 1973 (the first year such figures were 
available), see Figures H-1 through H-29 in Appendix H. 
In addition to the growing numbers of retirees 
requesting recreational courses, one other event which took 
place in 1983 helped encourage the offering of recreational 
courses by community colleges. That was the year the 
Florida Community Education Act, originally passed as the 
Florida Community School Act of 1970,_ was expanded to 
include community colleges. Originally designed just for 
public schools, this act, co-sponsored by then state 
Senator Bob Graham (later Florida Governor and now U.S. 
Senator Graham), provided partial funding for a community 
school coordinator who was to be employed full-time to 
promote, 
education. 
organize, coordinate, and direct 
Community education was defined as: 
community 
the process in which a school or other public or 
available facility is utilized as a community center 
operated in conjunction with educational, 
recreational, social, civic, cultural, health, and 
other public, private, and governmental organizations 
and agencies to provide educational, recreational, 
cultural, social, health, and community services for 
persons of all ages in the community in accordance 
with the needs, interests, and concerns of that 
community. (F.S. 228.071, 1970) 
In 1983, Section 228.071, Florida Statutes, was 
amended to include Subsection 11: 
(11) JOINT AGREEMENTS. - District school boards and 
community college boards of trustees are authorized to 
submit joint grant applications, if an agreement 
between the boards is established. Such application 
shall be considered as a single grant application. 
For those grant applications approved for funding, the 
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district school board is authorized to transfer all or 
part of such funds to the community college as 
specified in the contractual agreement. 
The first such joint agreement was between Brevard 
Community College and the Brevard District School Board and 
went into effect during the 1983-84 school year. Since 
then, five other community colleges have applied for and 
received funding for one or more community education 
coordinators through the Community Education Act. These 
colleges are Chipola Junior College, Lake-Sumter Community 
College, Santa Fe Community College, South 
Community College, and North Florida Junior 
Florida 
College. 
Although the Act allows grants up to "one-half of the 
total compensation of each person employed as a community 
education coo rd i na tor, 11 limited appropriations have 
prohibited individual grant allocations from exceeding 
$7,500 per coordinator. 
Once recreational courses were clearly distinguished 
as totally self-supporting, one might think the controversy 
surrounding them would diminish . This, however, has not 
been the case . Dr. Dale Parnell, President of the American 
Association of Community and Junior Colleges, made a 
presentation t the national conference of the National 
Council o n Community Services and Continuing Education 
(NCCSCE) 
CATALYST, 
in 1982, which was later publ ished in the 
en t i t 1 e d II w i 11 Be 11 y Dan c i ng Be Our Nemes is ? " 
Although Dr. Parnell (1982) admitted "there isn't anything 
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innately wrong with teaching belly dancing" {p. 4), he 
suggested that offering such courses may do serious damage 
to a community college: 
I don't know how many times I heard Gov. Jerry 
of California hold up macrame as an example of 
community college funding should be scissored. 




Such "hobby and recreation" classes present a knotty 
problem, indeed, because you and I know there is a 
local demand for them but little understanding about 
how they are financed. We know that the classes are 
supported by student fees, and are not necessarily a 
burden on the taxpayer at all. 
But the fact remains that many decision-makers do 
not realize that the so-called hobby classes are self-
supporting, and the college image can suffer as a 
result of that misinformation. Frankly, I am ready to 
will and bequeath belly dancing, poodle grooming and 
macrame classes to the local YMCA, YWCA, senior 
citizens center, or other community service 
organizations not faced with projecting the same kind 
of image that colleges must maintain for continued 
legislative and general public support. {p. 4) 
Dr. Parnell further stated, "If those few 
[recreational] programs are skewing the college's image, 
distorting the pictures in people's mind, then I suggest we 
ex am i n e some a 1 t e r n at iv es 11 { p • 4 ) • " We can ' t afford an Y 
kind of nemesis which undermines the '· bread and butter' 
programs of our colleges" (p. 5). 
A few community colleges in Florida have followed Dr. 
Parnel 1 's advice and have turned the offering of 
LecLeational courses over to local recreation departments, 
community centers, or the community education programs 
operated by the public school systems. However, according 
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to the survey utilized in this study, the majority still 
offer some type of recreational programs through their non-
credit departme nts (22 of 26). Only four currently offer 
no recreational courses, and several that abandoned 
recreational prog rams in the early 1980's have reinstated 
them. It is interesting to note that one community co llege 
whose survey respondent stated that they have provided a 
small recreationa l program continuously since the college's 
inception, and plan to continue offe ring a limited number 
of such courses in the future , has never reported such 
enrollments on state reports . 
While some colleges reported a de - emphasis of 
recreational programs , othe rs predicted an increase in such 
programs 1n the future . The most commonly reported trends 
affecting recreational courses were the aging of the 
population a n d the increased emphasis on physica l fitness. 
Several colleges reported that recreational courses were 
becoming more and mo re like vocational supplemental 
courses, 
personal 
with a grea t er emphasis o n skill courses for 
life , such as computer literacy and business and 
ma naqement courses . 
Althouqh recreational courses receive no support from 
the state , a few community college s repor ted receiving 
support , both monetary and in-kind , from numerous co-
sponsors of various recreational activi ties. One college 
listed the Community Education Gra nt as a source of funding 
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for their recreational programs. According to survey 
respondents, the most common problems associated with 
recreational programs are competition from other agencies, 
the lack of funding which forces fees to be high, space 
availability, and lack of acceptance by the college. On a 
more positive note, one administrator called recreational 
courses "money makers" and sugqested that the growth 
if the potential for such courses would be "unl im i ted11 
college would allow the profits to be used in the planning 
of future courses. 
When asked to rank non - credit programs within their 
own colleges in terms of size and scope of prog ram, 
importance 1n fulfilling college mission, and prestige or 
status within the college, the table on the following page 
shows that non -c redit administrators gave the recreational 
program the lowest ranking in all three areas. It should 
be noted that some administrators apparently found it 




11 1 11 to all programs in the first two categories 
one respondent refused to rank the proqrams at all, 
an emphatic 11 NO! 11 across that sec t ion of the 
questionnaire. One of the respondents who ranked all three 
programs at his colleqe 11 1 11 in the 11 size and scope" and 
"importance" cateqories qave the same three programs "3 'S11 
in the 11 prestige" department. 
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TAB LE 1 
RANK I NG OF NON - CREDIT PROGRAMS BY SURVEY RESPO NDENTS 
(WITH 1 BEING THE HI GH ES T AND 4 BEI NG THE LOWEST RANKING) 
Size and Impor t a nc e in Prestige or 
scope of f ulfilling status within 
program co lleg e missio n the college 
SUPPL . 1.9 1. 6 1.8 
ADULT . 2 . 0 2 . 2 2. 3 
CITIZ . 2 . 5 2.6 2.7 
RECRE . 2 . 6 2 .7 3.0 
On a scale of 1 to 4 , with o ne being the highest 
ranking , recreational programs r a nked lowest in a ll three 
categories. The lowest score wa s in the categ ory o f 
" prestige and status withi n the co llege," where 
recrea t ional programs re c eived a mean sco re of 3.0. 
Supplemental programs fared muc h bett e r with a score of 
1 . 8 , followed by adult basic a nd se c o nd ar y with 2.3 and 
citizenship with a mean score of 2 .7. 
The debate over the proper r o le o f r ecreational 
courses is not over . Such program s h a ve be en o ffered 
throughout the thirty year history of the F l orida Community 
College System, and the evidence s ugges t s t he y 
probably be offered in the future . 
will 
CITIZENSHIP PROGRAM 
Historically, a stated qoal of education has been the 
production of effective and productive citizens. Non-credit 
courses dealinq with the genera l topic o f citizenship have 
been offered by Florida 's community colleqes since the 
system's earliest days . Like recreational courses, 
however , these courses have not always bee n recognized as a 
distinct instructional classification in term s of funding 
or reporting . 
The first citizenship cou rses, sometimes referred to 
as community instructional services, were, along with 
recreational courses , part of the b road instructional 
category , Adult General Ed ucation. Community colleqes 
reported these courses under the Adult Non- Credit category 
and funded them as any o ther non-occupational non-credit 
courses . Similar courses were called Community 
Service/Persona l Improvement courses in the public school 
system . The initial authority for offe ring citizenship 
courses ca n be found in Sta t e Board Rule 6A-6.13 (FAC, 
1965) , e ntitled "Curriculum o f General Ed ucation Program": 
The adult ge n e ral ed ucation program in a district 
shall be developed and period icall y adj usted on the 
basis of systematic and continuing s tudy of the 
community and of its people . The program should s eek 
pr im arily to serve the ge neral educational needs of 
adults as ind i v i d uals , as parents, as members of a 




(1) Priority in the use of minimum foundation 
proqram funds shall be given to programs of general 
education basic to the functional needs of adults such 
as literacy, elementary and secondary education or 
programs of general education of an equivalent nature 
appropriate for adults which will build and assure a 
more responsible citizenry •.•• (FAC, 6A-6.13) 
Further authority was qiven in 1968 when the Adult 
Accreditation Standards in Florida included courses for 
personal improvement and community service as part of the 
instructional program in adult high sc·hools, which some 
community colleges administered. Stated goal s of these 
courses included the maintenance and improvement of the 
democratic way of life through continuing education of 
Florida's citizens, provision for optimum opportunities for 
every citizen to develop and improve basic skills, the 
understanding of others, and an appreciation of our 
cultural heritaqe (FDOE, 1977). 
Adult general education courses were ordered to meet 
guidelines described in Department of Education Bulletin 
70H-15 to be eligible for state funding. This bulletin 
listed all courses approved for funding and provided very 
qeneral course descriptions and objectives. Courses 
which could be considered citizenship in nature ranged from 
"Citizenship Education for the Foreign Born" to "Driver 
Education" to "Education for Parenthood." Actual 
citizenship courses offered by community colleges between 
1968 and 1971 included: 
Driver Education and Safety 
Education for the Aging 
Civil and Public Affairs 
English for the Foreign Born 
National Security Seminar 






Law for the Layman 
Economics 
Preparation for Parenthood (FDOE, DCC, 1971b & 1972). 
As in the case of recreational courses, all adult non-
credit courses were grouped together for reporting 
purposes, and no distinction was made between those 
designed for recreational, citizenship, or adult high 
school purposes. Consequently, we have no precise way of 
knowing exactly how many students took advantage of these 
courses or how many individual courses were offered by 
which colleges. Not until 1973 did the reporting format 
separate such courses. Prior to that, it could be assumed 
that participation in citizenship courses followed the same 
general upward trend as all adult non-credit courses. 
This increase in enrollment was not experienced in the 
non-credit area only. Community college enrollment across 
the state was growinq rapidly, multiplying almost ten times 
in eleven years. Total community college enrollment was 
36,846 during the 1960-61 school year, and by 1971-1972, 
this figure had grown to 365,245 (FDOE, DCC, 1971a & 1973). 
However, fiscal resources had not grown proportionally, 
therefore creating the need for budget cuts. A decision was 
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made to make the necessary cuts in the non-credit area. 
Recreational programs would no longer be funded. 
This change in funding patterns necessitated a change 
in the way programs were classified and reported. For the 
first time, citizenship courses were distinguished from 
other types of adult genera l education courses. In 1973, 
non-credit community colleges reorganized their 
instructional programs into two major d ivisions, with each 
division consisting of two subunits. One division was 
called " Developmental ( 1. 3000 )" to desig nate pre - college 
level work, and consisted of "Compensatory (1.3100)" and 
"Adult Elementary and Secondary Education (1.3200)" 
courses . The other major divisio n was entitled "Community 
Instructional Services ( 1. 4000 )" and included the informal, 
non - a cad em i c " C i t i z e n sh i p ( 1 . 4 10 0 ) " and " Avoca t ion a 1 and 
Leisure-time (1.4200)" courses, the later being no longer 
funded. Citizenship courses still followed the guidelines 
established by the Department of Education Bulletin 70H-15. 
The year 1973 was also the year in which the Florida 
Education Finance Proqram established by the Florida 
Education Finance Act replaced the Minim um Foundation 
Proqram . This ac ti on affected both the curriculum a nd 
funding of adult general ed ucation proqarns . Adult ge neral 
education cou rses were now assigned to one of two 
categories: 1) adult basic and adult high s chool; or 2) 
community service . 
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Enrollments continued to grow as did suspicions by a 
few leqislators that some colleges and school systems were 
still offering a few purely recreational courses under the 
guise of the Commmunity Service category in the public 
schools and the Citizenship cateqory in the community 
colleqes. Within a two year period, the weight of a 
community service FTE was reduced from 1.30 to .675, 
seri o usly changing the nature and future 
programminq (FDOE, 1977). 
of citizenship 
At this point, a committee composed of selected 
community college representatives developed guidelines for 
a completely revised Community Instructional Services 
program. These guidelines, which were adopted on November 
25, 1975, as State Board of Education Rule 6A-14.90, were 
based on the identification of significant community 
problems in six major categories: environment, health and 
safety, human relations, governmental, education and child 
rearing, and consumer economics. Health and safety were 
later separated into two separate cateqories, bringing the 
total number of problem areas to seven. 
In order for a community college to be eligible for 
state support from the Community Colleqe Proqram Fund for 
non-credit citizenship instruction (1.4100), an educational 
activity had to meet the followinq criteria: 1) the course 
was a planned non-credit instructional activity which was 
based on a siqnificant community problem; and 2) each 
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course had to be justi f ie d o n the basis of the expected 
contribu t i on i t wou l d ma ke to the identification and 
solu ti o n of a c omm u n i ty p r ob l em i d entified by the college 
boa r d of trus t ees a n d catego rized under one of the six 
majo r CIS categor i e s. Re creati o na l and leisure-time 
courses (1 . 4200 ) we r e no t e lig ible f o r funding. 
Prior to the 19 7 6- 7 7 fiscal year, monies appropriated 
for these activ i ties (which by now were collectively called 
Community Ins t ructio nal Se r v ices o r CIS) were funneled 
through separate budgets wi th in t he Di v isi o n of Community 
Colleges and the Division of Pu b lic Schools, namely the 
Community Instructional Se r vi c e s a nd the Adult Community 
Services budgets , respectiv el y . Although all 
appropriations were based on FTE 's, FT E 's were g enerated 
differently in each d i v i s i o n. 
Because these prog r ams were similar yet were 
a dm i nis t ered and funded d i f f e r e ntl y , p robl ems arose. The 
t hree problems wh i ch were heard most o ft e n in Tallahassee 
we r e : 
1) compe t ition between delive r y sys t ems fo r stude nts 
and resources ; 
2) overlap of services ; and 
3) overlooked and/or u~met needs . 
The legislature felt so s t rong l y about the s e c o ncerns 
t h a t the Comm un ity I nstructio nal Se r v ic e s a pp r opriation was 
cut drastically from the origi n a l $ 11.3 millio n in 1974-7 5 
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to $4 . 4 million i n 1975- 7 6 t o $2.3 million in 1976-77. 
This f inal f i gu r e rep r ese nted onl y twenty percent of the 
origina l allocat ion just t wo ye ars earlier. In fact, were 
it not for strong prov i so l ang uage attached to the 1976-77 
appropriations b i ll , CI S mi gh t h ave been discontinued 
altogether (FDOE , 19 77 ) . 
The proviso la nguag e carried four significant 
instructions : 
1) CIS fu nds fo r 1976- 7 7 will go to the 
Commissioner of Edu c at ion for sub sequent allocation: 
2) CIS activities must b e coordinated and related 
to community problems : 
3) Funds must be d istri b uted e q uitably: and 
4) A report o n the CIS p rocess in Florida 
be submitted to the Legisl ature b y February 1, 
(FDOE, 1977 , p . 12) 
shall 
1977. 
In response to these d eman d s, the Commissioner of 
Education appo i n t ed an in t erd ivisional task force, chaired 
by 1r. Tom Furlong of t he Commissioner's staff, to work 
with the 28 comm u nity c olleges and the 67 school districts 
in Flor i da in d e velopi ng a st a tewi d e CIS p lan. Before the 
task force met , several problem s were i d entified which 
could have hindered the effectiv eness of the committee. 
These probl ems were: 
1 . The Florida Divisio ns of Pu b lic Schools and 
Community Colleqes we re administ e ring community 
service activitie s indepe nd entl y from e ach other. 
2 . There wa s n o s p e ci f i c e vidence that the 
were i n aqreerne nt of appropriate State-wide 





3. Legislative intent of the proviso language had not 
been fully clarified. 
4. The regional mechanisms for coo rdina t ing District 
School Board and Community Coll e g e Board of Trustee 
decisions -- Regional Coo rdina ting Counci l s -- were in 
a state of disorgani z ation ... 
5. A rule which expres s ed St ate - wi d e p olicies on the 
conduct of community instruc tiona l services did not 
exist. 
6. Several school distri cts we re not a l i g ned with any 
community college district . Suc h alignment was found 
to be basic to calling a mee ting of a regional 
coordinating council, by knowing whom to i nvite. 
7. Local funding for CIS c ours e s was b ased 
- number of students which could be re cruited to 
in a class. 
on the 
enroll 
8. There was a disparity betwee n commu ni ty col l e g es 
and public schools on which type of course qual i fied 
for CIS funding assistance from State r esources. 
9. Delivery system representatives on coordinating 
councils reportedly were teaminq up vote s ag a i nst 
representatives from the other delive r y s y stem. 
10. Handling CIS funds from t he Commissioner's 
office, to be allocated a s gran ts to the regions, had 
no precedence, and procedures for th is h ad to be 
developed. (FDOE, 1977, p . 13 - 14) 
The task force held an organizational meeting on July 
1976. One of the first decisions made was t o conduct 
regional meetings throughout the state so tha t s c hool 
district, community colleqe, and coordinating council 
personnel could actively participate in establishing "the 
criteria for the use of CIS funds and the im p lementi ng 
procedures" ( R . D. Turlington, memorand um t o Schoo l 
Superintendents and Community College Pre s idents, Aug ust 5, 
1976). These meetings were held during the we ek o f August 
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23 in Fort Lauderdale, Orlando, La ke City , and Panama City. 
Suggestions offere d at these meetings resulted in 
several changes of the d raft CIS r ule p roposed by the task 
force . The most no t a bl e c h ang e was t he allowance of the 
offering of leisure/recreat i onal cou r ses t o the elderly in 
cases where p r oblem s of t h e eld erly in o ne of the seven 
categories could be all e vi ated by s u c h courses. The final 
version of the task fo rce 's recomm endat i ons was submitted 
to the Commissioner of Edu c ation an d app roved as Emergency 
Rule 6AER76 - 8 on October 1 9 , 19 7 6. 
The Commissioner al s o a pp roved t h e following funding 
formula to be used for the 1 9 7 6-7 7 CIS g rant allocations: 
1. 75% based on the pe rcentag e of f unds received by 
a region in 197 5- 76 . Th is am o u nt was considered 
essential in that it wo u ld min imiz e l ocal disrup tion 
of programs already und er wa y . 
2. 20% based on the r e g ional p o p u l ation of citizens 
18 years of age and over. Although CIS activities are 
not limited to t his a g e g rou p , this group was 
considered to be the k e y targ et p o p ulation for CIS for 
1976-77. 
3 . 5 % for s t atewi de needs not met b y this allocation , 
o t herwise for s u b s eque nt allocation based on (1) and 
( 2 ) above . ( F DOE , 1 9 7 7 , p • 1 6 ) 
Another major task was th e activa t i on of t he r e g ional 
coordinating councils arou nd the state. Although 
established five years earlier , many of t he councils we r e 
still not yet functional. Some had ne v e r met. With the 
app r oval of the legislature, the sta te was divided into 28 
regio n s based around the twen t y - eiq ht c ommunity colleges in 
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the state . Eac h Re gi onal Coord inatinq Council was 
comp r ised of rep re s entati v e s from t h e community college and 
s c hool d i str ic t(s) with i n t h e college's service area. These 
counci ls were giv en the r e s ponsib ili ty o f: 1) prioritizing 
t he problems within t h e d esig nate d r egion; 2) equitably 
d i stributing the a l l o cated funds; 3 ) preventing the 
duplication of servi c es ; and 4) i d entifying target 
populations whi c h we r e in g reat e st need of activities 
(Wilson , 1982) . 
These councils were to submi t wr i tten CIS plans to a 
newly expanded task force , whi c h n o w consisted of eight 
individuals representing each o f the f our DOE Divisions, 
the commissioner's office, a nd loca l p ublic schools, 
community colleges , and state u ni v e r si t ies. These plans 
were to include a set of comm unit y p roblem statements, 
course proposals de s ig ned to address these problems, and 
a n agreement designa ti nq which e d ucational aqency would 
serve as fiscal agent for th e r e g ion. On November 9, 1976, 
the new task force held it s fi rst meeting and approved 
thirteen regional plans, even though o n ly t h ree o f the 
thirteen did not require addi ti onal inform ation. By mid-
January, plans fro~ all 28 reqion s had been approv e d. 
Once a reqion's plan had be e n approved, f und s could 
flow . In order to expedite impleme n ta t i on, it was d ecided 
t hat 8 0 percent of a reqion ' s 1976- 19 77 a llocation would be 
ava i lable in the first disbursement. The r emaining funds, 
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including the 5 percent originally h eld for special state 
needs , were freed on January 24, 1977. By January 31, 1977, 
the full amount of $2.3 million had been received by, or 
was being 
councils. 
processed to, all twenty-eight coordinating 
In addition to approving regional plans, the CIS task 
force was also given the responsibility of writing the CIS 
process report required by provi so lanquage to be submitted 
to the leqislature by February 1, 1977 . As part of the 
research for that report, the CIS task force conducted an 
ERIC search and telephone survey to 15 states in order to 
learn about the administration and funding of similar 
proqrams elsewhere in the nation. Findings of both searches 
were inconclusive. 
be predominant, 
No technique s or methods were found to 
preferred, consistent, or singularly 
successful. The task force reported that results of this 
survey strengthened the credibility of the Florida system 
since "there were no unique or singularly successful 
methods discovered which appeared superior to the community 
instructional services process beinq implemented in 
Florida" (FDOE , Status, 1977 , p. 23). In f act, the task 
force concluded that "Florida may be in an excellent 
Position to develop a model program which may be emulated 
or adopted nationally" (FDOE , 1977, p. 55). 
The final recommendations of the task force were: 
1. Extend the life of Emerqency Rule 6AER76-8, 
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Community Instructional Services; 
2. Continue to strengthen the coordinating council 
concept; 
3. Clarify all portions of the CIS rule which might be 
unclear; 
4 . The funding formula should be equitable to 
residents of each region; 
5. Designate CIS monies as "Gran.ts and Aids" to the 
Commissioner of Education ; 
6 . Desiqnate a CIS Interdivisional Staff Council to 
administer the CIS program through fiscal year 1978; and 
7. This Council should have evaluation and reporting 
responsibilities (FDOE, 1977) . 
With the exception of the last two, all 
recommendations were accepted by the legislature in full or 
in part . Instead of an interdivisional staff council, the 
CIS program was placed in the office of the Commission e r 
of Education under the direction of Mr . Jack Tebo, where it 
stayed for five years . During that time, the goal of 
obtaining CIS fundinq equal to one dollar for every citizen 
in the state 18 years old or older was achieved. The 
program was the n taken out of the Commissione r's office and 
placed in the Division of Vocational Educa tion for two 
years . In 1983 , when the Bureau of Ad ult and Community 
Education was created, the CIS proqram was moved to that 
office where it stayed until 198 7. 
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From 19 76 until 1981, the CIS allocation was increased 
almost one million dollars e ach year: $2,300,000 in 1976-
77; $3,270,000 in 1977-78; $4,089,576 in 1978-79; 
$5,111,970 in 1979-80; and $6,389,963 in 1980-81. 
Statewide, publi c school districts received approximately 
fifty - five percent of these allocations, while community 
colleges received the remaining forty-five percent (FDOE, 
DCC, Continuing Education Standinq Commtttee [CESC], 1985). 
Durinq this time , annual enrollment in community college 
CIS activities rose steadily from 43,924 to 111,150. 
Figures H- 2 through H-30 in Append ix H show citizenship 
enrollments for each of the twenty-eight community colleges 
as well as the system as a who le from 1973 to 1986. Senior 
citizens, parents and the disadvantag ed were the top three 
target groups identified for these CIS services. Health, 
education and child rearing, and human resources were the 
top three problem priorities (FDOE, DCC, CESC, 1985). 
The CIS process had gathered strong support throughout 
the state, and was being looked upon by many throughout the 
nation as a successful model for p roviding community 
education . Georqe Aker (1980), long time Professor of 




at a statewide conference on "The Importance 
in the Delivery of Community Instructional 
December of 1979 tha t: 
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The nat i onal le a d e r shi p al wa y s watc h es what's going on 
in Florida. We hav e a c q u i red through the years a 
reputation for having a leaders h ip role in adult, 
continuing, community e ducat i on... [CIS] materials, 
developed here in Flor i d a, are being used in an 
attempt to dev e l o p n at i o n a l p o l icy , guidelines and 
potential budg e ting sou rces for some o f the things 
that we've be e n talking about here all day. So, what 
we do is very imp o r t ant; not on l y from a conventional 
point of view, not o nl y f or the benefit of 
Tallahassee, or Orl a nd o o r Miam i , but i n terms of the 
whole United States. Wh a t we d o does count. (p. 19-
20) 
Shortly after this conference, rumors of alleged 
abuses of CIS funds appeared in Tall a h assee. Both the 
types of activities being funded by CI S and the use of CIS 
funds for administrative expe nses in some regions were 
questioned. Even though sta te regul at i ons stated that 
" ... when the development of r ec r eational and leisure time 
skills for the aqing is do c um e nted by t h e reg ional 
coordinating council, as a hiqh p r ior ity community problem, 
courses with this obje c tive ma y b e a p proved" (FAC, 1980, 
6 A- 1 0 . 0 2 7 [ 3 ] [ b ] ) , s om e i n d iv i du a 1 s o b j e c t e d to a rt and go 1 f 
courses being offered at r e tirement c e n ters. 
Many community colleges and sch oo l d istricts were 
also criticized for using a p o r t ion of the CI S d o l l a rs f or 
administrative expenses, although nothing i n t he law 
prohibited such practices. This iss u e wa s comp licat e d by 
the fact that the different offices whi c h oversaw CIS at 
the state level had different philos oph ica l vi ewpo i nts on 
this issue. The original state admi ni strator stated 
publicly numerous times that using CI S dollars to hire 
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coordinators and clerical help to a dm i n ister CIS p rograms 
was a legitimate use of CI S fu nd s; while later 
administrator s felt so st r o ngly against t h is p ractice that 
they drafted rules whi c h would express ly p roh ibit such use 
of CIS funds . These draf t r u l es we r e never accepted. 
Only a last minu t e poli t i c al effort s u pported by 
extensive grassroots lobbying and wide s p read p ublic 
at tent ion ( J • H . F 1 in g , of f i c e memo r a n_d urn w i t h attachments 
to W. Allan, April 30, 1983) s av ed the CIS p rogram from 
being completely eliminated by the 1 9 8 2 leg islature. The 
1982- 8 3 CIS allocation was cut to $4,8 8 9,9 63 , a nd remained 
at approximately the same level fo r fou r ye ars. Th e 1982 
cuts had far reaching implica t i ons fo r the CI S p rog rams. 
Just as Proposition 13 did in Ca l iforni a , red uce d b udg ets 
forced CIS providers to redefin e their p rog rams. The 
variety of program s offered was r e du ce d an d the length of 
proqrarns was shortened . Lo ng , i nt ensi v e specialized 
c ourses which served only a few p art i c ipants were replaced 
with one - time lectures and fair s whic h a ttracted hundreds 
of participants at one time (FDOE, DC C , CE SC , 19 83). 
The Division of Community College s Continuing 
Educati o n S tanding Committee studied the CIS program s a nd 
reported their f in d ings in several informat i o nal p ac kets 
during the e arly and mid 1980's . Th es e pa c ket s em p hasize d 
the positive aspects of CIS, su c h a s t h e c ontinuous a n d 
exte n sive review, approval, and eva luat ion of CIS p rog rams 
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by reqional coordinating councils; the large amount of 
interagency cooperation in the delivery of CIS; and the 
continued cost effectiveness of the program. The section 
concerning cost effectiveness stayed basically the same 
with only the actual figures changinq from year to year. 
The 1985 packet entitled Community Instructional Services: 
A Florida Legislative Innovation That Works! reported: 
As far as cost effectiveness is concerned, the 
CIS program reaches more students for the money than 
any other cornmunity~lege progr~ funded by the 
state. According to statistics from the Report ()f 
Florida Community Colleges, FY1983-84 CIS programs 
(citizenship instruction) served 70,516 persons, 9.6% 
of the total community college unduplicated 
enrollment. Furthermore, this almost 10% of the 
college population was served using only 0.65% of the 
college funding. Although CIS is not funded through 
the Community College Program Fund, the 1983-84 
community college CIS allocation of $2,101,683 was the 
equivalent of 0.69% of the CCPF, or 0.47% of all 
sources of funding for the community colleges in 1983-
84. CIS courses cost less per FTE (they are reported 
in terms of FTE even though they aren't funded that 
way) in terms of state appropriations as well as in 
terms of total expenditures than any other category of 
instruction. The · 1983-84 state appropriation for CIS 
amounted to $889 per FTE. This compares favorably 
with costs for other programs ranging from 
approximately $1,726 to $3,559 in state funds per FTE. 
CIS is indeed an extremely cost effective program. 
(FDOE, DCC, CESC, 1985, p. 7) 
Another section dealt with the types of CIS activities 
offered by community colleges throughout the state. 
CIS sponsored activities range from one day seminars 
on wills and estate planning to pre-release prison 
programs to daily radio talk ~hows to Golden Olympics. 
The following is only the tip of the iceberg to give 
just a few examples of the multitude of courses and 
activities offered by the 28 community colleges under 




Sa f et y 
Human Relations 
Government 
Child Rearing / 
Education 
Consumer Economics 
COURSE OR ACTIVITY 
Sea Life of Northwest Florida 
Environmental Studies Center 
The Nature Center 
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Environment Studies of Aquatic and 
Terrestial Eco -Systems 
Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation 
Golden Olympics 
Multi-Media First Aid 
Physical Education for Senior 
Citizens 
Defensive Driving 
Hunter Education/Gun Safety 
Aquadynamics for the Handicapped 
Motorcycle Safety 
Water Safety 
Widowed Persons Program 
Human Service Council Interdisci-
plinary Team 
Hospice Volunteer Training 
Manual Language for the Deaf 
Current Issues 
Seminar of Florida Laws 
Great Decisions 
Behind the Scenes in Washington 
Parent Resource Program 
Child Birthing 
Leqal Guardian Seminar 
Parenting 
Computer Literacy 
Generalization Instruction for 
Retarded Citizens 
Independent Living Skills for 
Blind and Visually Impaired 
Persons . ( F DOE , DCC , CE SC , 1 9 8 6 , 
p . 5) 
Sev e ral CIS p r oq rams h ave received national and state 
r-ec og ni t i o n fo r o utstanding accomplishments. An 
e nviro nmental s eri e s consisting of seven 30-minute video 
tapes entitled II Our Environment" was produced by Florida 
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Community Colleqe at Jacksonville to increase public 
awareness of the growi ng number of pressing environmental 
issues facing the citizens of Jacksonville and surrounding 
communities. Curriculum guides, consisting of observations 
and questions designed for use with various age groups, 
accompany each video tape. The series was produced entirely 
in- house by FCCJ TV p roduction students and involved the 
cooperation of scores of community members and officials 
who granted interviews and assisted in various other ways. 
This series has been the recipient of many awards including 
the Civic Round Table Outstanding Project Award, The 
Florida Times Union Eve Award , the FACC Excellence 1n 
Curriculum and Instruction Award for Region One, the 
Florida Community Education Foundation Award of Excellence 
For Interagency Cooperation, and the Mimi and Lee Adams 
Environmental Award . 
In 1982, Santa Fe Community College and the School 
Board of Alachua County entered into a joint agreement to 
cooperatively offer community education in their service 
areas . Both CIS and recreationa l programs were included in 
this joint effort . This partnership has been the recipient 
. -
of three Florida Community Education Foundatio n Awa rds of 
Excellence in five years. In 1982, it received the award 
for Best Interagency Cooperation ; in 1984, the Best Overall 
Program award was qranted ; and in 1986, the CIS program 
was named Best CIS Program in the state. A CIS Computer 
136 
Programmer Training for the Disabled program developed by 
Vale nc ia Commu nity College has won numerous community, 
state, and national awards, including the 1986 and 1987 
Wa lt Disney World Commu nity Service Award and the American 
Associa ti on of Junior and Community Colleges Keep America 
Working Award . 
News of these successful programs probably impacted 
the 1985 - 86 and 1986 - 8 7 CIS allocations . CIS funding rose 
to $6,670,406 in 1985-86 and stayed there for the 1986-87 
fiscal year . However , on the last day of the legislative 
session in the summer of 1987, with no warning, the entire 
CIS budqet was eliminated from the state appropriations 
bill . Senator Curtis Peterson, c o nsistently one of the 
most ardent opponents of CIS, had introduced a Lifelong 
Learning Bill during the legislative session which 
established a new category of instruction fundable under 
t he Adult General Education category of the Community 
College Program Fund and the Fl o rida Education Finance 
Program. This bi ll was p ass ed and defined a lifelong 
learning student as : 
any adult who is enrolled in a course or instruct ional 
activity listed in the State Course Code Directory in 
order to improve his competencies or e nhance his 
quality of life, but not to seek or upgrade wag2-
earning employmen t skills , earn a high s chool d iploma 
or its equivalent , or achieve basic skills . (F.S. 
228 . 041 , 1987) 
During the confusion which a ccompani ed the discovery 
that CIS was eliminated from the appropriations bill, it 
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was not clear if this had be en an o versight in the "wee 
hours of the mo r ning" o r an intenti o nal move to replace CIS 
with the new Li felong Le a rn ing categ ory . Some state 
leaders still de c line to express an o p inion on what they 
perceive to be a n ex tremely sens it i v e political issue. 
Senato r Peterson , h o wever, was not r eluctant to state that 
the move was deliberate . When as ke d by this researcher if 
the original intent of the Lif e l o ng Learning legislation 
was to replace CIS , Senat o r Peterson quickly responded, 
"Oh , yes . Certainly . " 
Since no funds accompanie d the Lifelong Learning 
legislation, community colleges h ave been forced to use 
other departmental budget s to f u nd c i tizenship courses 
until appropriate changes are ma d e i n the allocation 
process . How effectively Lifel o ng Le arning can replace 
CIS has yet to be see n. Som e educators see Lifelong 
Learning as much bette r tha n CIS, p rov i ded the p romised 
f u nding does materialize ; wh ile others point out that 
Lifelong Lea r ning re s t r i ct ions p r ohib it many of the 
activity- oriented programs allowe d through CIS and also do 
not a l low for the education of p ersons u nder the a g e of 
sixteen , which CIS did . Eve n those who we l come t he FTE 
funding which is supposed to a ccomp any Li f elong Learning 
fear that the same uncontrolled g rowth which r esulted in 
t he remov al of CIS from FTE f und ing to a c a tegorical grant 
pro c e ss will happe n agai n wi th Li f elong Learning. 
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The Lifelong Learning Bill h ad j ust gone into effect 
when the twenty - eight non-cred it community college 
administrators were asked to com p let e the survey develop ed 
for this study. It would not h a v e been a surprise if a 
great number of th em re s pond e d t o q u e stions concerning 
citizenship with an " NA. " Thi s, h o we v er , was not the case. 
All twenty-six administr a tor s who retu r ned the survey 
traced the history of citi z enship _ c ourses at their 
colleqes, although some respo nses may h ave been biased by 
recent events. 
When comparing recent citizens h i p activities with 
earlier ones, several survey re s po nd e nts mentioned the 
sudden lack of funding , but mos t con c en trated on the types 
of activities and how they had ch a nged . Severa l stated 
that early citizenship classes we re de s ig ne d speci f ically 
for senior citizens but were l ate r e xp anded to include 
other target groups . Numerous co lleges r eported improved 
needs assessment, better quality c o n trol over curriculum, 
staff , and facilities, and in c rea s ed c omm unity interagency 
cooperation as improvements which took pl ace over the 
years . s one responde n t said, citize nship i nstruc t ion had 
"matured into [an] excellent program [un] til [i t was ] c ut." 
The trend mentioned most often which in flu e nced the 
program over the years was the state fu ndinq cuts. Other 
developments such as the estab l ishmen t o f Reg ional 
Coordinating Councils, the in c rea se i n s eni or citizens, 
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political movements such as Proposition One, and increased 
national emphasis on problems such as drug and child abuse 
were also listed. 
In addition to the CIS grants provided by the state, 
additional funding for citizenship activities came from a 
variety of other sources. The Florida Endowment for the 
Humanities, corporate donations, Retired Senior Volunteer 
Program (RSVP), federally funded 310 grants, numerous co-
sponsorships by local groups such as the American Lung 
Association and Optimist Club, and grants to fund women and 
family centers as well as qran ts for senior citizens were 
listed. Florida Community Colleg e at Jacksonville provided 
the most detailed list of external funding which included 
the Stevens Foundation, Florida National Bank, WTLV Channel 
12, WJXT Channel 4, Chamber of Commerce, Marine National 
Bank, and Prudential Insurance. 
Loss of CIS funding was th e most common and compelling 
problem reported, althouqh some respondents were still 
optimistic about the future. Two of those surveyed felt 
that the number of citizenship proqram s will increase under 
the new Lifelong Learning category, but they were a 
definite minority . The position of most re spondents 







future of citizenship ed ucation. His reply 
was, "the pits ." Another response, although much more 
d i p 1 om at i c , relayed the same concer n, "Tremendous growth 
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and results if funded. Disastrous if not funded." 
In comparing CIS to the other three non-credit 
programs, non-credit administrators consistently rated it 
just slightly above recreational programs in each of the 
three areas surveyed. In terms of "size and scope of 
program," CIS averaged 2.5, just one tenth of a point over 
recreational proqrams but far behind supplemental and adult 
basic and secondary, with scores of 1.9 and 2.0 
respectively. There was also just a 0.1 increase in the 
score of CIS' s "importance in fulfilling college mission" 
over recreational proqrams. Recreational programs were 
lowest with a 2.7 mean score, CIS was just above that with 
a 2.6, adult basic and secondary averaged 2.2, while 
supplemental courses rated a hiqh of 1.6. In terms of 
"prestige and status within the college," citizenship with 
a score of 2.7 fell in the middle of adult basic and 
secondary (2.3) and recreational programs (3.0). Once 
again, supplemental instruction received the highest score 
of 1. 8. Refer to Table 1 on page 11 7 for a tabular 
depiction of this data. 
At the time of this writing, the future of citizenship 
instruction in the state of Florida is unclear. 
ADULT BASIC AND SECONDARY PROGRAM 
The term " ad u 1 t educ at ion" has meant a variety O f 
d i ffe r ent things during the thirty year history of the 
Florida Communit y College System . "Courses for adults" was 
one of the three o rig inal educational programs specifically 
mentioned as being the responsibilities of junior colleges 
in the initial 1957 legislation. In the early days of the 
system, courses for adults included a wide variety of non-
college credit activit ies, including, but not limited to, 
those which we now associate with the contemporary meaning 
of adult education . Recreational, citizenship, and 
vocational supplemental courses were all once considered 
"adult education" courses. Today's definition of adult 
education, at least in Florida, has been refined to mean 
only the general 
school leve 1, of 
education, at the elementary and high 
those persons who are above the age of 
compulsory school attendance. Programs include elementary 
and secondary courses, Eng 1 i sh as a Second Language, and 
courses preparing adults to take the General Education 
Development (GED) Tests which lead to a Florida High School 
Equ i valency Di plorna . For reporting purposes, the Florida 
Community College System qroups all these programs together 




Junior colleqes in Florida were originally established 
under the jurisdiction of , and operated by , county publi c 
school boards. Since the Minimum Foundation Program wa s 
established in 1947, funding for general educat i on of 
adults has been provided to all sixty- seven school boards 
as part of the general biennial or annual approp r ia ti o ns. 
With the est ab 1 is hm en t of pub 1 i c junior co 11 e g es , the 
question of where to most appropriately house the genera l 
adult education proqrams arose . Should these programs be 
administered through the regular school program as had 
always been the case in the past, or now that there is a 
new component of the school system which is designed to 
deal primarily with adults - namely the junior college -
should these programs be administered there? 
This was considered to be such an important issue that 
State Board Regulation 130 - 8.73 was written , requ i ring 
county school boards which operated a junior college to 
the junior determine the respective responsibilities 
college and other educational agencies for 
of 
not only adult 
qeneral education, but occupational programs as well . Most 
of the sixty-seven counties offered at least some adult a nd 
vocational education as part of their regular school 
program. The addition of a junior colleqe within the same 
Geographic area, which was also charged with the 
responsibility of providinq similar services, necessitated 
that the county school boards develop and adopt policies 
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ass i q n i n g s p e c i f i c res Pons i b i 1 i t i es for these s e rv ices t 0 
the various components of the school system under their 
jurisdiction (FDOE, 1965). 
The Division of Vocational and Adult Education and the 
Division of Community Junior Colleges identified four 
general plans for the organization and operation of 
vocational and adult education in counties which also had 
junior colleges . In the words of the joint task force 
which developed the four plans, the initiation of any plan 
would require the following: 
A . The board and superintendents of cooperating 
counties must establish a policy of educational 
services for which the public school system, including 
qrades 1-12 and the community junior college is to be 
responsible . 
FL The community junior college administration, 
f a cu 1 t y , and adv i so r y comm i t tee must accept and 
support the role and responsibilities of the community 
junior college as envisaged in the plan of operation 
adopted. 
C. When the community junior college assumes 
responsibility for programs of general adult and /or 
vocational education, the personnel who are assigned 
administrative or supervisory responsibilities for 
these services must become familiar with the 
principles and procedures involved in the initiation 
and operation of such programs . Such individuals 
should establish working relationsh ips and liason 
procedures with appropriate divisions and sections of 
the State Department of Educat ion, and avail 
themselves of opportunities made available for in-
service orientation and education . (FDOE, 1965, P• ?.1-
22) 
The four possible organizational pat terns, or plans, 
are listed helow. Also included are the preexistent 
conditions at the county level which were assumed necessary 
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for a particular plan to be adopted and the conditions 
which would have to be forthcoming if the chosen pattern 
would operate effic iently. The task force stressed that 
the most efficient imp lementation of any of the plans was 
contingent upon appropriate dee is ion making at the local 
level: 
PLAN I 
If (A) there is real eviden~e o f a philosophical 
commitment to the value and purposes o f ge neral adult 
and vocational-technical programs existing within the 
coll ege administration and faculty, and 
(B) there are educational needs not being met 
because of limited existing programs of ge neral adult 
and / or vocational education; and /o r there is good 
evidence to indicate that by administering these 
existing programs through the community junior college 
they will be expanded and improved to meet more 
adequately the needs of the community, 
the n i t i s rec om me n de d that the comm u n i t y j u n i or 
colleqes have p rimary responsibility for education of 
persons beyond the high school age . 
If this patter n is to operate efficiently, the 
followinq conditions must be met at the local level: 
(A) A competent person qualified under exist inq 
regulations to head each of these programs, i . e., the 
general adult education (commmunity services) program 
and the vocationa l -technical program, is p laced on the 
staff of the college at a level comparable to that 
occupied by other majo r p rogram heads, thus affording 
comparable opportunities and e ncourag ement for the 
development of these programs within the college 
f r amework , a nd 
(B) fu nds accruing to the county board of public 
instruction for the s up port of ge neral adult and 
voca tional-technical nrog rams assigned to the 
community junior college are transfe rred to the budget 
of the colleqe . 
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PLAN II 
If (A) programs of general and/or vocational 
education as an existing part of the county school 
system are serving the basic needs in these areas, and 
(B) there exist unmet needs for certain types of 
offerings which it may be desirable to provide, and 
(C) there is evidence of a genuine desire on the 
part of the college to serve the general adult and 
vocational needs not otherwise being met in the 
county, and 
( D) the college has certain resources (physical 
plant, staff, orqanization, etc.) which may be used in 
servinq general adult and vocational-technical needs, 
and there is a reason to believe that such needs can 
better be met by the community junior college than by 
other aqencies of the school system, 
then it is recommended that the community junior 
colleqes have responsibility for associate deqree and 
certificate proqrams nlus certa.Tn other offerings for 
ad u l ts not prov id ~in the genera 1 ~.9.~l..!:.. or 
vocational-education proqram ~ the county school 
system. 
If this pattern is to operate efficiently, the 
following conditions must be met at the local level: 
(A) A coordinating committee is appointed to 
identify areas of responsibility of the community 
junior college and of other agencies for general adult 
and vocational education so that unwarranted 
duplication may be avoided. This commit tee should 
include representatives of the general adult education 
programs, the vocational education program, the 
community junior college administration, and the 
county superintendent or a member of his stafff, and 
(B) A competent person qualified under existing 
reg U 1 at i On S i S a pp o i n t e d On the Comm Un i t Y j Un i Or 
colleqe staff with responsibility for developm2nt 
and operation of such adult and / or vocational programs 
as may be the responsibility of the college; provided 
that, the certificate regulation may be waived upon 
recommendation of the coordinating committee when the 
responsibility assiqned to the college in these a:eas 
is of such limited nature as to require only a minor 
part of the time of the administrator assigned to 
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direct these programs, and 
(C) funds accruing to the county board of public 
i n s t r u c t i o n f o r t h e s u Pp or t o f g e n e r a 1 ad u 1 ·t a n d 
vocational techn ica 1 education programs assigned to 
the community junior college are transferred to the 
budget of the college. 
PLAN III 
If (A) excellent programs of general adult 
and/or vocational education are existing and serving 
basic needs in these areas, and 
(B) there is widespread feeling in the community 
and among the college faculty that the college should 
offer only college level work or work leading to an 
associate degree, and 
(C) there exist unmet needs for certain types of 
short courses, institutes, etc. similar to college 
credit courses which the community junior college by 
virtue of its physical and faculty resources in (sic) 
uniquely able to fill, 
then it is recommended that the community junior 
colleqes have responsibility only for associate degree 
and cert iTicate proqram s pluscertaln short courses, 
institutes, etc. related to existinq proqrams of the 
colleqe and simTlar to colleqe credit courses. 
If this pa ttern is to operate efficiently, the 
following conditions must be met at the local level; 
(A) a coordinatinq committee similar to that 
described in PLAN II above is appointed to make such 
decisions regarding p rogram responsibility as are 
necessary to avoid unwarranted duplication of effort, 
to carry o n a continuing review and study of the 
educational needs of adults in the areas, to examine 
periodically the offerings of the various institutions 
and agencies, to encourage these institutions to meet 
the educational needs for which they are primarily 
responsible, and when necessary to recommend changes 
in the assigned prog ram responsibilities among the 




th e re exist stronq qeneral adult and 
education programs, and the school 
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administration and community are satisfied with these 
existing proqrams, and 
(B) the prevailing philosophy and the expectation 
of the community is that the community junior college 
should offer only college credit programs, 
then it is recommended that the community iunior 
colleqe have responsibility only for programs for 
which colleqe credit is awardecf:-(FDOE, 1965, p. 22-
25) 
In 1968, control of the junior colleges was 
transferred from local school boards to independent 
district boards of trustees for each college. Since junior 
colleges were no longer part of county public school 
systems (although they continued to receive part of their 
fund i nq from county school sys terns for another three 
years), a method of mutually aqreeing upon which 
institutions should have responsibility for which 
educational programs became a high priority . Since the 
four alternative plans for assigning adult and vocational 
educational res pons ibi 1 it ies had proven to be effective, 
State Board Regulation 130-8. 7 3 was renamed State Board 
Rule 6A-8.52, and responsibility for determining which plan 
to follow was changed from the county school boards to the 
Commissioner of Education, "after consultation with the 
district board of trustees and the district school board 
contributing to the support of a junior college" ( FDOE, 
DCC, 1971b, p . 24). 
In 1972, the Florida Legislature divided the state 
into twenty-eight planninq regions for vocational 
148 
education , ad u 1 t g e nera 1 e du cation , and community 
instructional services. Ea c h regi on was centered around a 
community college and co ns i sted of t he county or counties 
within its servi c e area . Thi s s am e leg islat i on established 
a regional coordina ting coun c il , 
appropriate s c hool d i s t r ict 
consisting originally of 
and community co 11 e g e 
personnel, and later inc luding lay c i tizens, to assure that 
"the vocational education, a dult general education, and 
community instructional se rvi ces needs of the community 
were provided for with ma ximum e f ficiency, cost-
effectiveness, and m i n i mum u n w a r rant e d du p 1 i cat i on" 
( G i 11 e s p i e , 1 9 8 6 , p • 6 ) . Fr om th i s po i n t on , the reg i on a 1 
coordinating councils were r es po n s ibl e for recommending 
which local educational ag e n c y sh ould p rovide adult 
educational services. 
In 1975, only eight of t h e tw e n t y -eight community 
colleges were given ma jor r e spons ib i li t y for providing the 
total general adult ed uc ation p r og rams with in their service 
district . The gener a l ad u l t p ro gr am consisted of: 
elementary and high s c hool co u rse s fo r adults who have 
passed the age of compulsory s c hool att e nd a nce (16 years of 
age) and who have legally left the r e g u la r d a y school 
Program; English as a second language; a nd GE D p reparation 
co u rs e s . Th e e i g h t c om m u n i t y co 1 1 e g e s who , b Y j o i n t 
agreements between the community colleg e boards of trustees 
a nd the local county school b o ards , were assi g ned this 
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responsibility were: 
Daytona Beach Community Colleqe 
Florida Junior College at Jacksonville 
Indian River Community College 
Nor th Florida Junior College 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 
Pensacola Junior College 
Seminole Community College 
South Florida Community College (FDOE, DCC, 
1977). 
In addition to these, five other community colleges 
were qiven partial authority to serve some of the general 
educational needs of adults, such as prov iding English as a 
Second Language classes or offerinq classes for the 
physical 1 y or mental 1 y handicapped adu 1 t. These colleges 
were: 
Central Florida Community College 
Lake City Community College 
Miami -Dade Community College 
Santa Fe Community College 
Valencia Communit y College (FDOE, DCC, 1977). 
The following year , St . Johns River Community College 
was added to the list of those community colleges 
authorized to award high school diplomas (FDOE, DCCC, 
l978). This list remained unchanged until the 1981-82 
school year, when Brevard Community Colleqe became the 
150 
next, and at the time of this writing, the last, community 
college to have res pons i bi 1 i ty for ope rat ion of the total 
adult general education program in at least one county in 
their service area (FOE, DCC, 1983b). 
These ten community colleges are the only community 
colleges in Florida receiving federal adult education 
dollars th rough Sect ion 30 6 of the Adult Education Act, 
Title III, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. However , several other community colleges, such as 
Central Florida Community College and Miami-Dade Community 
Colleqe, offer limited instruction for adults who have not 
completed high school. S om e co 11 e q e s participate in 
federal 310 qrants ( first established under Section 309 of 
the Adult Education Act), which provide limited funds for 
special demonstration or teacher training projects 
involving the use of innovative methods or materials. 
In addition to the federal dollars received through 
306 and 310 grants , Florida has funded adult basic and 
secondary programs through the public school system ever 
s i nee the incept ion of the M inimurn Foundation Program in 
1947. It was not until 1981, however, that the Florida 
Leqislature passed the first separate adult general 
education leqislation, the "Florida Adult General Education 
Act ." The stated legislative intent of this act is to: 
(a) .•. provide educational opportunities for 
adults in this state and to encourage prov is ion of 
educational services that will: 
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1. Enable all adults to acquire basic skills 
necessary to function effectively in society. 
2. Enable adults who so desire to continue 
their education to at least the level of completion of 
secondary school. 
3. Make available to adults the means to secure 
traininq that will enable them to become more 
employable, productive, and responsible citizens. 
(b) It is further intended that such 
educational opportunities shall be available for those 
adults who have not received a high school diploma and 
for those adults who have received a high school 
d i p 1 om a bu t who s e 1 e v e 1 o f a ch i e v em e n t , bas e d on 
standard measures , indicated that additional basic 
skills are necessary in order to function effectively 
in everyday life situations, to enter the job market, 
or to enter a job training program . (F.S. 228.072 [2], 
1981) 
The statute also defined the courses which would be 
included in the category of adult general education, which 
is reported as adult basic and secondary for community 
college reportinq purposes: 
"Adult general education" means a program of courses 
designed to serve the qeneral ed ucational needs of 
adults as ind iv idua 1 s, as parents, as members of a 
family, and as citizens. Such programs shall serve as 
a linking agent to lifelong learning opportunities and 
shall include: 
1. Basic skills education courses in the 
language arts, including English for persons who speak 
another language; mathematics; natural and social 
sciences; heal th; and consumer education; as wel 1 as 
courses that will enable adults to acquire basic 
skills necessary to function in society. 
2. Secondary education courses for high school 
credit leading to award of a high school diploma by 
the local educational agency, as well as courses of 
t r a i n i n q t h a t w i 11 e n a b 1 e ad u l t s t o be com e mo re 
employable , productive, and responsible citizens. 
3. Review courses in preparation for taking the 
q en er a 1 education a 1 de v el o pm en t tests to earn a 
Florida high school diploma. 
4. Courses and activities available for 
certificate-of-completion recipients by part~c~pat~on 
in the statewide assessment program with ut1l1zation 
of state rn in im urn perf orrnance standards and the adult 
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performance literacy model. (F.S. 228.072[4], 1981) 
State Board Rule 6A-6.013 (FAC, 1987) further defines 
adult basic and secondary programs. 
education programs are defined as: 
Adult basic skills 
a group of courses at or below the eighth grade level 
i n c 1 u d i n g read i n g , m at hem at i cs , soc i a 1 s tu d i es , 
science, health, the languaqe arts, consumer 
education, English for new Americans or as a second 
lanquaqe and rerned ia t ion courses for certificate of 
completion recipients to prepare them to meet the 
standards required to receive a high school diploma . 
Adult secondary education programs are defined as: 
secondary educatio n courses at or above the ninth 
qrade level, for adults, including review courses in 
preparation for taking the General Educational 
Development test and courses for high school credit 
1 e ad i n g t o aw a rd o f a h i CJ h s ch o o 1 d i p 1 om a . Su c h 
courses shall be of sufficient length and content to 
perm i t a 1 eve 1 of comp e ten c e which is at 1 east 
equivalent to that required of other students 1n 
public high schools in the district. 
State Board Rule 6A-6.013 also states that these such 
programs shall provide the opportunity for adults to enroll 
"at anytime during the year and include the planning and 
adjusting of courses to meet individual and small group 
needs, continuing educational counseling, and granting of 
,credit o n the basis of ac tual attainment regardless of time 
spent in class" ( FAC, 1988). 
In 19 8 2, the Florida Leg is la ture further emphasized 
adult basic educatio n by prioritizing the various types of 
adult qe neral education and instructinq that "no individual 
in a lower priority shall be served by a district until all 
students in a higher priority have been served" ( Conference 
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Report O n House Bill 3-D, 1982 p 40) These · · t · , . . pr1or1 1es 
were: 
1. Students with skills at or below the eighth 
qrade level studyinq to achieve literacy; 
2. Students earning credit required for a high 
school diploma or preparinq for the General Education 
Development (GED) Test; 
3. Students who have a high school diploma but 
require additional basic skills to obtain or maintain 
employment; 
4. Students who have a high school diploma and 
are employed but desire to enhance their professional 
competencies; 
5. Participants in courses and activities 
principally concerned with community problems in the 
areas of health, safety, human relations, government, 
child rearing, consumer economics and the environment; 
6. Participants in recreation and leisure skill 
activities. (p. 40) 
Only priorities 1-4 could be funded with Florida 
Education Finance Program or Community College Program Fund 
monies, and priorities 3 and 4 required some local effort, 
which at the community college level had to be generated 
through student fees. Concerns regarding whether or not 
these priorities were being properly fol lowed led Senator 
Curtis Peterson to request an Auditor General's performance 
audit of the adult and vocational education programs in 
September of 1984 ( C. Peterson, letter to R. Turlington, 
Sept ember 1 2, 1984). This audit and its findings is 
addressed in detail 1n the section on supplemental 
programs. 
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When compared to other types of non-credit programs 
offered by Florida's communit y colleqes, adult basic and 
secondary progr ams have maintai ned a high level of 
consistency over the years . 
fluctuated in enrollment , the 
While o ther programs have 
adult basic and secondary 
component of Flor ida's community college non-credit program 
has remained cons tant in terms of the individual colleges 
offering such programs and the proportion of the total non-
credit enrollment these programs ge nerate. Enrollment 
f i g u res range f r om a system tot a 1 of 2 8 , 5 3 5 in 1 9 7 3 ( the 
first year adult non-credit courses were separated for 
r-eportinq purposes) to a system total of 67,134 in 1985. 
Althouqh there was a sharp rise in adult basic and 
s e c o n d a r y e d u c a t i o n s t u d e n t s f r om 1 9 7 8 to 1 9 8 3 , th i s 
increase took place at the same time that all community 
college enrollments were rising. Similar peaks can be seen 
in recreational, citizenship, and supplemental courses. 
Perhaps the most sig nificant statistic is the one which 
compares adult basic and secondary education with other 
E o rm s of non - c red i t educ at ion in F 1 or id a ' s c ornm unit Y 
colleges. Figures 1 , 2 , and 3 on page s 110 and 111 
demonstrate that the adult ba sic and secondary II p iece of 
the Pi e II has stayed a 1 most exact 1 y the same fo r e 1 even 
years. In 1975, when only eigh t community colleges were 
official providers of ad u lt basic and secondary programs, 
s tudent s in these programs made up 18.2 percent of all non-
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credit unduplicated enrollments . A small increase was seen 
in 1980, when the adult basic and secondary programs were 
responsible for 19 .9 percent of the total system enrollment 
in non-credit programs . By 1985, the total number of 
community colleges offering full adult basic and secondary 
programs had grown to ten, and the adult basic and 
secondary percentaqe of total non-credit enrollment grew to 
20.8 percent . Figures H-2 through H~30 in Appendix H give 
adult basic and secondary enrollment figures for each of 
the twenty-eight community colleges and the entire system 
from 1973 to 1986 . 
Several recent events may serve to increase 
participation in adult education programs. Some are parts 
of national movements and othe rs are p roducts of statewide 
concern . The most unusual of these efforts is the 
television public service project initiated during the 
1986-87 broadcast season. Two major American broadcasting 
companies, America n Broadcasting Company (ABC) and Public 
Broad ca s t i n g Se r v i c e ( PB s ) , have comb i n e d w i th 1 o ca 1 
community efforts across the country to provide national 
media focus on the problem of adult i 11 i teracy. Project 
Literacy U. s. , or PLUS as it is better know n, has three 
established goals : 
1 . to raise national a wareness of the problem of 
ad ul t funct i o nal illiteracy in America; 
2. to develop and e n courage vo lunteer action to 
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address illiteracy; and 
3. to encourage those who can help and those who need 
help to participate (Project Literacy U.S. [PLUS), 
undated) . 
The first broadcasts were aired in September of 1986, 
and the results were immediate. According to Susie 
Haralson, Executive Director of the Florida Literacy 
Coalition (personal communication, May 3, 1988), telephone 
calls to literacy hotlines across the state totaled 1,038 
during the first month of the project, compared to the 
pre-Plus monthly average of 50 calls statewide. Much of 
this success is probably due to the fact that ABC and PBS 
executives chose to address the problem of illiteracy not 
just in the more traditional forums such as documentaries, 
news proqrams, and public service announcements. They 
deliberately encouraged entertainment programs to build the 
topic into their weekly scripts. Situation comedies such 
as "Growing Pains" and "Who's the Boss?" and a television 
movie starring Dennis 
illiteracy to millions 
Weaver brought the subject 
of people who normally would 
of 
not 
have watched a documentary on the subject. Among the more 
tradition a 1 proqramm i nq was an ABC NEWS Documentary which 
featured Daytona Beach Community College's award winning 
PAL (Partners in Adult Literacy) Project, one of only six 
educational programs in the nation so honored, Other 
broadcasts which focused on the literacy problem included 
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"This Week with David Brinkley ," "ABC World News Tonight" 
Special Assignment , "PBS Documentary," "Nightline," 
"20/20," "Good Morning America," "ABC Afterschool Special," 
11 ABC Notebook," and numerous radio and television public 
service announcements (PLUS, undated). 
Through this na tionwide effort, it was estimated that 
PLUS brought information about adult i 11 i teracy to nearly 
86 million American homes during the 1986-87 broadcast 
season . Mrs . George Bush called this an II extraordinary 
program" which "could only happen in America. It is using 
the newest and most powerful of our media to capitalize on 
our oldest and best streng th - our capacity to work 
together in the public interest" (PLUS, undated). PLUS 
also received compliments from President Ronald Reagan, who 
said, "I'm delighted to see ABC and PBS rolling up their 
sleeves and getting to work on this dangerous and already 
tragic problem" (PLUS, undated). 
On a statewide level, Florida has implemented several 
Programs dealing with the problem of adult illiteracy. One 
such program is the Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Services (HRS) program officially enacted as 
the "Employment Opportunuty Act" (F.S. 409.029, 1987), but 
more commonly known as Project Independence. This program, 
created by the 1987 Legislature, replaced the HRS Work 
Incentive Demonstration Program 
give welfare recipie nts the 
(WIN), and is designed to 
educ ation and job skills 
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necessary to find gainful employment and break out of the 
cycle of poverty (Florida Department of Health and 
Rehabilitation, 1988). Twenty-one and a half million 
dollars was allocated for 1987. Goals of the program 
include finding jobs for 28,000 of the anticipated 900,000 
public assistance or food stamps recipients by July 1988, 
and removing 118,000 people from public assistance in four 
years , thus saving taxpayers half a billion dollars 
(Leisner, 19 8 7 ) . 
Participation in the program is mandatory for mothers 
on welfare with children ages three and older unless health 
or unsolvable day care problems exist. Participants are 
tested to determine their current educational level, given 
appropriate remedial education or job training, and then 
placed in en try level jobs within the community. Although 
the proqram was designed to focus on vocational and career 
training , it was discovered that many participants need 
help in adult basic and secondary education before they can 
begin learninq a specific trade. Although it is far too 
early to predict, Project Independence may have a 
significant impact upon the numbers of adults returning to 
Dub li c schools a nd community colleges to receive basic 
education (C. Brockma n, personal communication, December 
10, 1987). 
The F lorida Ad ult Literacy Act (F.S. 228.0715), 
passed in 1984, is another example of how existing state 
159 
age n c i e s a re enc o u raged to work toge the r on combat i n g 
illiteracy. Th is time, the emphasis was on coo rd ina ted 
efforts with local public library systems. The act was the 
first to establish as its goal "the reduction, by 1995, of 
adult illiteracy in this state to two percent of the adult 
population of the state" (F.S. 228.0715, 1987). In 1987, 
the legislature further directed the Commissioner of 
Education to develop a statewide adult 1 i teracy plan to 
meaninqfully attack the adult illiteracy problem in an 
organized, systematic, and coordinated manner at both the 
state and local leve 1 s. The stated legislative intent of 
this plan was: 
1) to improve state level institutional 
cooperation and coordination among 
agencies (such as the Departments 




Rehabilitative Services) and private, volunteer, 
and / or public support agencies (such as literacy 
councils and libraries); 
2) to eliminate fragmentation in the local 
delivery of literacy services; and 
3) to provide guidelines for public schools and 
comm u n i t y co 11 e g es to f o 11 ow i n de v e 1 op in g and 
implementing local literacy plans. (FDOE, 1987b) 
As part of this same initiative, the 1987 Legislature 
appropriated a portion of 1988 lottery revenue to fund 
seven mode 1 non-instructional 1 i teracy centers across the 
state. Three would be established by school districts and 
four by community colleges. The four community colleges 
named in the legislation were Daytona Beach Community 
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College, Brevard Community College, Miami-Dade Community 
College, and Okaloosa-Walton Junior College. These centers 
are not to perfo rm instructional tasks, but are to 
s upplement and strengthen existing literacy programs by 
identifying, counseling, and referring illiterate adults to 
adult literacy program s already serving the community (F.S. 
228 . 0725, 1987). 
The establishment of these model non-instructional 
literacy centers is one of the few instances where 
community colleges were give n preference over public 
schools when it comes to adult general education programs. 
Accordinq to Division of Community College personnel, this 
o n 1 y o c c u r re d a s a c om p r om i s e a f t e r the D iv i s i o n of 
Community Colleges had submitted a proposal that would have 
resulted in all community colleges becoming actively 
involved in the 1 i terac y movem ent. Historically, adult 
basic and se c ondary education has been a function of the 
public school div is ion. Community colleges, even though 
some hav e been offering such programs for thirty years, are 
still seen by many adult educators a s the "new kid on the 
block" or the " intruder ." 
Florida has a mechanism in place the regional 
coordinatinq councils for vo c atio nal ed ucation, adult 
education, and community instructional services - designed 
to mediate disputes reqarding which educational agency is 
best prepared to deliver adult general educational 
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programs. In some regions, such as those that include St. 
Johns River, South Florida, and Indian River community 
colleges, the local school boards have turned the . adult 
education res pons ib i 1 i ty over to community colleges. In 
other regions, the community college boards of trustees and 
the public school boards are quite content with the local 
school districts handling the entire program. Still other 
regions, such as the one in which Miami-Dade Community 
College lies, have divided the responsibilities between 
community colleges and school districts. 
The Regional Coordinating Councils have been unable to 
solve all the problems concerning dual delivery of adult 
education programs. A series of letters to and from Gene 
S t a t 1 e r , 1 9 8 6 - 8 7 Ch a i rm a n o f t h e Ad u 1 t Ed u c a t i on Sub -
Committee of the Continuing Education Standing Committee 
( letter to J. Lawrence, October 9, 1987), and John 
Lawrence, Bureau Chief of Adult and Community Education 
(letter to G. Statler, October 16, 1987), illustrate the 
problems created when state forms such as the Adult 
Education Program Review documents, which were designed for 
use with the K-12 system, are used to evaluate the 
community college adult education programs, which operate 
under slightly different rules and regulations. In 1975, 
Myron R. Blee aired similar concerns about the lack of 
participatory involvement community colleges had concerning 
the publication of official statewide listings of adult 
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general education courses. In a letter to Dr. Lee 
Henderson dated December 5, 1975, Mr. Blee stated: 
The subject bulletin published by the Division of 
Public Schools carries a foreward indicating that 
"this bulletin describes adult general education 
curriculum taught at the school district, adult and 
community college level in Florida". 
Insofar as I have been able to determine there has 
been no involvement of the Division of Community 
Colleges in the preparation of the bulletin. 
I have talked with Carey Ferrell indicating our 
dissatisfaction with that lack of· involvement ••• but I 
am not sure that this will change the practice. 
This letter also addressed concerns that community college 
fundinq g uidelines for certain adult education courses 
imposed more string ent constraints than did public school 
guidelines for similar programs. 
These are t y pical of concerns expressed by many of 
those interviewed or surveyed during this study who stated 
a be 1 i e f that some state po 1 i c i es p 1 ace ad u 1 t bas i c and 
secondary programs housed in pub 1 i c sch oo 1 systems at an 
advantage over the same programs operated by community 
colleges. On the other hand, other interviewees suggested 
that some adult educators, both at the local and state 
level, feel that the community college division is trying 
to control the entire adult education program. As one 
state· administrator put it, "There is a creeping paranoia 
among public school people that community colleges are out 
to take over the program. That is what I've heard, and 
I've heard it from more than one source. With each passing 
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legislation, they see that reality looming larger and 
larger." 
This "paranoia" may stern from the fact that some 
community college leaders have been somewhat vocal in their 
belief that the community college campus is the most 
appropriate setting for any educational program designed 
for adults. In a posit ion paper entitled "The Future of 
Adult Education in Florida's Community Colleqes," Dr. 
Charles Spence, President of Florida Community College at 
Jacksonville (1986), stated: 
It is the posit ion of Florida Community College at 
Jacksonville that adult education programs (adult 
1 i teracy programs, adult hiqh school and G. E. D. 
programs) can best be provided by the community 
colleges. Th is posit ion is supported by the need of 
adults to avoid returning to the place of their 
previous failure, the fact that community colleges 
provide an adult learning environment, and the 
availability of a "ladder concept" of further 
e du c a t i o n a 1 op t i o n s f o r a d u 1 t s a t t he comm u n i t y 
college (p. 1) •.•. Clearly adult education should be a 
key element in any community college which aspires to 
be a comprehensive source of educational opportunities 
for all the adults in its service area. (p. 3) 
Without exception, those interviewed felt that the 
illiteracy problem in Florida is so great that both public 
schools and community colleges could and should be offering 
as many adult basic and secondary programs as possible 
without fea r of unwarranted duplication or competition 
among delivery systems. As more than one interviewee said, 
"There ' s more than enough business to qo around." 
According to the responses from the survey completed 
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by non-credit administrators around the state, there appear 
to have been fewer changes in Adult Basic and Secondary 
programs over the last thirty years than in the other three 
non-credit instructional areas. When asked to compare 
earlier and more recent adult general education programs, 
the adult administrators stressed that most of the changes 
which have occurred were changes in educational 
methodology, not changes in course content. The shift to 
competency-based education and increases in individualized 
instruct ion, enhanced by computer technology, were 1 isted 
as improvements by several respondents. Better community 
outreach and improved staff training were also reported. 
Several respondents noted that increased public demand 
for better educational accountability and tougher high 
sch o o 1 g rad u at ion re qu i rem en ts res u 1 t e d i n the passage of 
the RAISE (Raise Achievement in Secondary Education) Bill, 
which in turn altered some colleges' adult high school and 
GED preparation programs. By increasing the minimum number 
of high school credits necessary for graduation from 18 to 
2 4 , the RA I S E B i 11 ( F . S • 2 3 2 • 2 4 6 , 1 9 8 3 ) i s c red i t e d w i th 
eliminating many high school completion programs, including 
the one offered by North Florida Junior College. In turn, 
the number of students who opt to take the GED preparation 
classes are increasing each year. Florida GED requirements 
have traditionally exceeded national standards. In 198 2 , 
Florida tied with three other states for havinq the 
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toughest requirements for passing the GED test (State 
Advisory Council for Adult and Community Education 
[SACACE] , 19 8 3) • 
Recent increased national awareness of the illiteracy 
problem in the United States was mentioned by almost all 
respondents as another trend that has had a significant 
impact on adult basic education. In fact, because of the 
expected cont i nu e d success of th i s n at_ ion wide camp a i g n , a 11 
· respondents predicted an increase in adult basic and 
secondary activities in the future. Not all predictions 
were positive, however. One respondent predicted 
"continued legislative constraints because of fragmentation 
of professionals (cc' s vs. districts)." Other problems 
mentioned included: increased paperwork while funding 
levels decrease; the inability to charge matriculation fees 
or to group hiqh school completion instruction; recruitment 
and retention of students; student transportation; 
increased state cur r i cu 1 um cont r o 1 ; and 1 a ck of funds for 
non-FTE support programs. 
Although funding for any educational program is 
seldom adequate, the adult general education program is the 
only non-credit instructional program which regularly 
rec e iv es a 1 a rq e share of fed er a 1 do 11 a rs to s u PP 1 em en t 
state and local resources. During the 1986-87 fiscal year, 
Florida received $4,215,246 through the Adult Education 
Act , P • L • 9 1 - 2 3 O ( G . s ta f ford , p e rs on a 1 c omrn u n i cat ion , Ma Y 
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2, 1988). Funds available through Section 306 and 310 of 
this act were the most often cited source of financial 
assistance given adult education programs. One college 
rep o r t e d re c e i v i n g ad d i t i on a 1 f u n d i n g f r om the Jun i O r 
League, VISTA, JTPA, and the United Way as well as 
pro j e c t i n g funds fr om the new 1 y es tab 1 i shed F 1 or id a 
Lottery. Another college had u ti 1 i zed college Staff and 
Program Development ( SPD) monies to improve their adult 
education program. With the possible exception of the 
lottery comment, no one mentioned the Model Non-
Instructional Literacy Centers or other 1 i teracy related 
organizations such as the Florida Literacy Coalition, the 
Laubach Literacy League, Literacy Volunteers of America, 
or local and state libraries as contributing either 
monetarily or with in-kind contributions. 
Most survey respondents gave the adult basic and 
secondary programs high marks when comparing them to the 
other three forms of non-credit instruction. (It should be 
noted that only those respondents whose colleges offered 
adult basic and secondary programs completed that section 
of the survey.) Adult programs came in second in all three 
com P a r i s o n s . I n t h e II s i z e a n d s cope II a n a 1 y s i s , ad u 1 t 






com pa red 
recreational 
t O 1. 9 
programs 
for supplemental. 
ranked 2. 5 and 2. 6 
However , in terms of II importance in 
167 
fulfilling college mission" and "prestige or status within 
the college," adult basic and secondary programs compared 
more closely to the low rated citizenship and recreational 
programs than the top rated supplemental courses. Mean 
scores for "importance in fulfilling college misison" were 
1 . 6 , 2 . 2 , 2 . 6 , and 2 • 7 for supp 1 em en ta 1 , ad u 1 t bas i c and 
secondary, citizenship, and recreational programs 
respectively. Similar scores were reported for "prestige 
or status within the college" - 1.8, 2.3, 2.7, and 3.0 for 
the same four categories. See Table 1 on page 117 for a 
tabular depiction of this data. 
John Lawrence, Bureau Chief of the Bureau of Adult 
and Community Education, stated that the adult educators in 
Florida have good reason to be proud of their programs. 
When interviewed, he produced the following examples as 
indicators of Florida's success in the field of adult 
education: 
1) Florida is third in the nation in terms of state 
financial support for adult education (behind California 
and New York) ; 
2) Approximately twenty million people were served in 
adult basic and secondary education programs during 1986 in 
the United States. Approximately one half million of those 
were served in Florida; 
3) Florida is considered one of the nation's leading 
states in terms of providing adult education for senior 
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citizens and those of limited English speaking abilities; 
4) Florida has excellent training programs for adult 
educators. In 1985, the Legislature appropriated $100,000 
for the establishment of four university Community 
Education Centers. The University of Florida, the 
University of South Florida, Florida Atlantic University, 
and Florida A & M University received these competitive 
grants and provide statewide intensive training for 
adult/community educators; 
5) Another unique training feature is the nation's 
first endowed chair in community education. In 1979, the 
Florida Legislature appropriated $10 million for a series 
of matching challenge qrants and eminent scholars chairs 
throughout the Florida University System. In December of 
1981, the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, the Pearlson 
Education Fund, and the United States Sugar Charitable Fund 
provided $600,000 to Florida Atlantic University for the 
nation's first endowed chair in Community Education; and 
6) The Florida Community Education Foundation was 
established in 1982 to recognize and reward exemplary 
programs in community education, including adult education. 
Another organization which was established to support 
adult ed ucation efforts in Florida is the State Advisory 
Council for Adult a nd Community Education. Originally 
formed in 19 7 5 as the State Advisory Council on Community 
Education, the council's mission, and name, was expa nd ed in 
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1977 to include adult education. In the introduction to 
the 1982 Annual Report of the State Advisory Council for 
Adult and Community Education, 
Education Ralph Turlington stated: 
then Comm i s s ion er of 
Our past success is evident when one considers the 
fact that 467,162 persons were enrolled in adult basic 
education and adult high school courses in 1980, and 
that more than one-third of the high school diplomas 
issued in the State are earned through adult 
education. 
It is also obvious that Florida has done well 
when our adult programs are compared with others 
throughout the nation. We are ranked third in the 
nation in regard to adult education financial support, 
third in the number of students passing the General 
Education Development Test (although we tie with three 
s tat e s for ha v i n g the toughest re q u i rem en ts for 
passing the test), and fifth in the nation in the 
number of students served in adult education. (SACACE, 
1983) 
The majority of adult basic and secondary programs in 
the state of Florida are still administered by public 
schools and not by community colleges. However, the 
research indicates that more community colleges may someday 
be joining the fight against adult illiteracy by offering 
limited adult education programs. 
SUPPLEMENTAL PROGRAM 
Much 1 i ke the other three categories of instruct i on, 
supplemental instruction has been known by various names 
during the thirty year history of Florida's community 
colleges. Even today, many community college educators 
prefer the older, more descriptive phrase, vocational 
supp 1 em en ta 1 , to describe 
education. State Board Rule 
this type of non - credit 
6A-14.30 (FAC, 1985) defines 
supplemental instruction as "continuing vocational 
instruct ion tailored to ind iv idua 1 needs and designed to 
improve job performance." Florida Statute 228.041 (FAC, 
1986) describes vocational supplemental instruction as 
"programs desiqned to enable persons who are or have been 
employed in a specific occupation to upgrade their 
competencies 1n order to re - enter or maintain stability or 
advance within their occupation." In each definition, the 
key term i s 1 n the t i t l e i ts e l f , " supplemental . " These 
courses a re to supplement, not supplant, other education. 
These programs are for those who have already been trained, 
either in school or on the job, and need further education 
to maintain or upgrade their existing job skills. 
It is important to note the distinction between 
vocational supplemental instruction and other types of non -
colleqe credit vocational instruction. Today's definitions 
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are refined 1n a manner that makes it fairly easy to 
distinguish vocational supplemental instruction from other 
types of vocational instruction. This has not always been 
the case. Supplemental instruction was the last category 
of instruction offered by community colleges to be reported 
separately. Recreational, citizenship, and adult basic and 
secondary programs were all given separate and distinct 
classifications 1n 1973. Supplemental instruction was not 
reported as a distinct type of education until the 1975-76 
school y ear, and then only in one state report. In all 
other reports, supp leme n ta 1 inst rue t ion was grouped 
together with all forms of occupational programs, making it 
impossible to distinquish supplemental classes from other 
non-college credit courses or from occupational courses 
which awarded colleqe credit. 
Today, vocational 
system are broken 
programs in 
down into 
the community college 
three 
classifications, each with its own 
independent 
definition. 
11 Postsecondary Vocational" courses are "college level 
courses to prepare for entry into employment" for which 
college credit is awarded. These courses usually lead to 
an associate degree in science, or if the program requires 
less than 60 hours, a certificate. The second category, 
II p ostsecondary Adult Vocational" courses, are "non-college 
level courses to prepare for entry into employment" and are 
the same type of courses offered by the area vocational-
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technical centers operated by public school boards. 
Currently, only 14 of the 28 c ommu nit y colleges in Florida 
can offer these programs . Successful completion of these 
courses is recognized by the awarding of vocational credit, 
which ultimately leads to a vocational certificate. The 
third classification is the only vocational instruction 
classified as non-credit. This classification is simply 
called "Supplemental" ( FAC 6A-14. 30, . 1985). 
Since supplemental instruction is part of a large and 
comprehensive system of voca ti onal education in the state, 
it may be helpful to briefly examine vocational education 
in general in order to underst and the role vocational 
supplemental instruction plays. 
From the beg inning, vocational education and adult 
general education have been tied toqether. Before 
community colleges were establ ished, the same personnel in 
the public schools often administered both adult and 
vocational programs . With 
community college system in 
ope nin g of each community 
the est ab l is hm en t of the 
1957, and the subsequent 
college, the need for 
art i cu 1 at i on and coop e r a t i o n bet wee n bo th sys t ems i n 
regards to vocational programs be came appare nt. The same 
four · organizational plans suggested for the operation of 
ge neral ad ult ed ucational serv ices were also used as the 
blueprint for de termini nq which local education al agency 
woul d have primary responsibility for vocational education 
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as well (FDOE, 1965). These plans ranged from Plan r, 
which gave the community college "primary" (p. 22) 
responsibility 
Plan IV, which 
"programs for 
for the vocational education of adults to 
1 im i ted community colleges to only those 
which college credit is awarded" (p. 25). 
Most boards chose one of the two middle plans which shared 
res pons ibi 1 i ty for various vocational education programs 
between the public school system and the community college. 
Plan I I gave the community colleges more f lexibi 1 i ty by 
giving the colleges authority to offer "certain other 
offerings for adults not provided in the general adult or 
vocational education program in the county school system" 
(p. 23). Plan I I I narrows these other programs to only 
"certain short courses, institutes, etc. related to 
existing proqrams of the college and similar to college 
credit courses" ( p. 24). 
The comprehensive vocational education program in 
Florida inc 1 udes introductory instruct ion in grades one 
through six to familiarize students with the world of work, 
occunational exploratory educa tion in grades seven through 
nine, and direct job related instruction for entry level 
emoloymen t and pre-technical instruct ion for students in 
grad~s ten through twelve, as well as vocationally oriented 
home economics instruct ion. The post-secondary programs 
include: job entry employment programs for those who have 
qraduated or left high school; skill training programs at 
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the adult level for job updating , a dvancement, or stability 
for those who have e ntered t h e l abor market and who are 
either employed or seeking empl o ym ent; pre-apprenticeship 
tr a ining; and remedi a l or comp ensat o r y p rog rams (FDOE, 
1976). 
In 1963, the Fl or i da Legi slature p assed Florida 
Statute 230 . 63 which e st abli s h e d a s t atewide system of 
post - secondary area vocati o na l - t echnica l centers throughout 
the state to provide for the gro wing vocational-technical 
needs o f Florida 1 s citizens . Th ese area vocational-
technical centers would be a ss ign e d t o a l ocal p ublic 
school board . However, Publi c La w 88-210, the Vocational 
Education Act of 1963, al s o a llowe d a d e p artment of a 
community colleg e to be designat ed a s an area vocational 
education school by the St a t e Bo a r d of Vocational 
Education. By the 1973 - 1974 sc h ool y ear, thirteen of 
Florida's community co ll e g e s we r e so d es i gnated. 
were : 
Brevard Community Colleg e 
Central Florida Community Colleg e 
Chipola Junior College 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Florida Junior College at Jacksonville 
Florida Keys Community Colleg e 
Indian River Commu n ity College 
Lake City Community College 
They 
North Florida Junior College 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 
Santa Fe Community College 
Seminole Junior College 
South Florida Junior College. 
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Two years later, Pasco-Hernando Community College 
became the fourteenth community college to receive the 
official area vocational education school designation 
( F DOE , DCC , 1 9 7 7 ) . At the present time, one half of 
Florida's community colleges have primary responsibility 
for post-secondary vocational education in their service 
area, and half do not. According to all those interviewed 
for this study, this even split is not expected to change, 
even though there was considerable legislative talk in the 
early to mid 1980's to merge area vocational-technical 
centers with community colleges. 
Only those community colleges with a department 
designated as an area vocational education school can offer 
post-secondary adult vocational courses (non-college level 
courses to prepare for entry into employment which are 
recoqnized by the term vocational credit), unless they have 
an agreement with a public school board within the 
community colleqe district. However, all community 
colleges can, and must, offer some type of supplemental 
instruction. State Board Rule 6A-14.03(4) (FAC, 19 85 ) 
states that "each community college shall provide, wi th in 
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the limits of its assigned responsibility for vocational 
education and according to the needs for job skills 
improvement by people employed in its service area, 
continuing vocat ional instruction tailored to individual 
needs and designed to improve job performance." 
In 1972 , the regional coordinating councils for 
vocational educatio n, adult gen eral education, and 
community instructional services were established . These 
councils were given the responsibility to review the total 
vocational education , adult gene ral education, and 
community instructional services programs within their 
individual planninq regions an d make whatever 
recommendations necessary to encourage the development of 





and the maximiza ti on of effective student 
within the three prog rams. The regional 
councils are responsible for assigning total 
responsibility for the various vocational 
educa ti on programs to local educational agencies in the 
region (F . S . 228.075, 1985) . 
After CIS funding was removed from the regular funding 
p rocess and turned into a cate g orical grant p rocess, 
suppl·ementa 1 vocational ins truct ion a nd ad ult basic a nd 
secondary education were the only two non-credit programs 
eligible for FTE funding . Even though it took almost twice 
as ma ny contact hours to generate an FJE in the non-credit 
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area than it did in credit, all FTE's were important for 
future funding. This was especially true in the 1970's and 
early 1980 's when Florida's funding formula for community 
colleges was totally FTE driven, a situation which is no 
longer the case. Courses such as computer literacy, flower 
arranging, and pattern alterations are examples of courses 
which were not always easy to classify into FTE or non-FTE 
generating categories. Such courses if designed for and 
taken by office workers, floral designers, or seamstresses, 
w o u 1 d be 1 e g it i mate FT E genera t i ng supp 1 em en ta 1 courses . 
However, such courses are often popular among retirees or 
homemakers who wish to learn these skills for personal 
enjoyment rather than to upgrade job skills. 
Classification of these "border-line" courses was the 
responsibility of individual community colleges. Through 
the years, some community colleges were more conservative 
in their definitions of supplemental programs than were 
others. As with recreational and citizenship courses, the 
proper classification and resulting funding of adult and 
vocational supplemental programs became suspect. 
In September of 1984, Senator Curtis Peterson 
(Democract, Lakeland) then President of the Florida Senate, 
reque·sted that the Audi tor General conduct a performance 
audit of the Adult and Vocational Education programs fu nd ed 
throuqh the Florida Education Finance Program to determine 
"whether, and to what extent, school districts are adhering 
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to the legal definitions of adult, vocational supplemental 
and community education when reporting full-time equivalent 
student mem bersh i P to the state for funding purposes" ( c. 
Peterson, letter to R. Turlington, September 12, 1984). To 
quote Senator Peterson (letter to E. Ellison, September 21, 
1984), "I am greatly alarmed that school districts are 
misreporting FTE's and inappropriately receiving state 
funds" (p. 1). Al though Sena tor Pe.terson' s comments were 
directly aimed at school districts and not community 
co 11 e g e s , the adv i so r y comm i t tee set up to ass is t the 
Aud i tor Ge n e r a 1 ' s s ta f f de c id e d to rev i e w comm u n it y 
colleges as well, "since they also offer programs in these 
areas" (Auditor General's Report, 1985, p. 1). 
After visiting six school districts and four community 
colleqes as well as examining appropriate state and local 
records, the committee made the following four general 
conclusions: 
1. The specificity of definitions of some programs in 
the statutes and rules is inadequate in that they are 
not sufficiently explicit to prevent courses from 
being reported in different funding categories among 
and between school districts and community colleges; 
2. Criteria, guidelines, or definitions provided by 
t h e De p a r t m e n t t o i n f o rm d i s t r i c t s ab o u t th e 
classification o f FTE's are inadequate, evidenced by 
the inconsistent classification and assignment of the 
same or similar courses and FTE among and between 
school districts and community colleqes; 
3. Measures used by the Department to ensure 
districts are complying with definitions when 
reporting FTE' s for funding purposes are inadequate 
due to the inadequacies in terms 1 and 2 above, the 
179 
distribution of audit responsibilities among several 
Department units, and the varying audit criteria . ' procedures and authority of those units; and 
4. Criteria used at both the interdistrict and 
intradistrict levels in classifying FTE's in these 
programs are inadequate, again due primarily to the 
inadequacies in items 1 and 2 above. (Auditor 
General's Report, 1985, p . 2) 
This report pointed out several facts concerning 
supplemental vocational courses. First, even though their 
review II showed that the Department of Education provides 
school district and community colleges with a deluge of 
information on a great number of topics," the committee 
could find II no evidence of writ ten directives having been 
provided to school districts dealing with the 
classification or assignment of courses to cost categories" 
(Auditor General's Report, 1985, p. 6). The community 
college system had even less direction because the Course 
Code Directory, which provided a common course numbering 
system for all courses provided by public elementary, 
secondary, vocational - technical, and adult schools in 
Florida, was not applicable to community colleges; and the 
Division of Community Colleges had not published a similar 
document. Courses offered by community colleges were 
approved only by the Board of Trustees for the individual 
institution as opposed to receiving state level approval. 
Furthermore, the Statewide Course Numbering System which 
community colleges did follow did not include vocational 
supplemental, adult basic and secondary, cit i zensh i P, or 
180 
recreational courses. Also, vocational programs in the 
school districts were required to operate according to the 
Vocational Education Program Courses Standards in order to 
rec e iv e we i g ht e d FT E fund i n g • Commun i t y co 11 e g es and 
correctional facilities were not required to adhere to the 
Standards for their programs. Finally, the committee 
reported that the Division of Vocational Education did not 
include vocational supplemental prog~ams in their program 
reviews. This last situation was soon changed. Beginning 
with the 1987-1988 fiscal year, the Division of Vocational, 
Adult, and Community Education must conduct program reviews 
on 25 percent of a local educational agency's supplemental 
offerings to insure that they are indeed supplemental. 
Leon County provided the field test for these new review 
procedures. 
Many of the committee's comments concerning 
supplemental vocational courses had to do with student 
intent. As mentioned earlier, a computer 1 i teracy course 
could be designed to be an occupational skills upgrading 
course for office workers; but if the majority of those 
enrolled were interested consumers who wanted to learn how 
to better use the i r person a 1 computers at home , it re a 11 Y 
becomes a recreational course that should not receive state 
funding. Prior to the 1985 Auditor General's report, 
community colleges had no way of determining a student's 
intent when registering for a supplemental course. 
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F 1 or id a St at u t e 2 2 9 . 1 3 2 ( 19 8 7 ) en t i t 1 e d " Reg i st rat i O n 
of Adult Students" was a direct result of the Auditor 
General's report. Prior to its passage, members of the 
Continuing Education Standing Committee Legislative Task 
Force worked with Senator Peterson's staff, as well as 
staff from the House Higher Education Committee and the 
Senate Education Committee, on draft versions of the bill. 
Initially intended to go into effect _during the summer of 
1987, the final legislation required that school districts 
and community colleges collect and maintain on file the 
following information for each student enrolled in an adult 
basic, adult hiqh school, adult secondary, vocational 
preparatory, college preparatory, postsecondary adult 
v o cat ion a 1 , or v o cat ion a 1 supp 1 em en ta 1 course funded 
through the Florida Education Finance Program or the 
Community College Program Fund: 
(a) The name, address, telephone number, date of 
birth, and social security number of the student; 
(b) The student's permanent address; 
( c) The date which the student graduated from high 
school or received a high school equivalency diploma; 
(d) The course title and number, if any, as they 
appear in the State Course Code Directory or common 
course numbering system; 
(e) Any course title used to advertise or disseminate 
inforrnation about the course other than the course 
title which appears in the State Course Code Directory 
or common course numbering system; 
( f) The 
course, 
reason that the student is enrolling in the 
which shall include indication as to whether 
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the student is taking the course for any of the 
following reasons: 
1. To achieve basic literacy; 
2 • To earn a high sch o o 1 dip 1 om a or its 
equivalent ; 
3. To enhance basic skills 
postsecondary education; 
4. To acquire entry-leve 1 
necessary to obtain employment; 
5. To enhance occupational 
maintain current employmen t or 
occupation; or 
in order to pursue 
occupational skills 
skills necessary to 
retrain for a new 
6. For personal enrichment or recreation. 
(g) Indication of whether the student is employed or 
underemployed. Students who are employed shall be 
requested to indicate their occupation. Students who 
are enrolling in vocational supplemental courses shall 
be requested to indicate the occupation for which they 
are training and whether they have current employment 
or a history of employment in an occupation related to 
such training. 
( h) Total fees assessed or indication that fees have 
been waived or provided through an in-kind 
contribution . 
( i) Indication of how the student learned about the 
course. (F.S . 229.132, 1987) 
Each community college and school district was 
required to submit sample registration forms and related 
data collection documents to the Department of Education 
for review and approval. Only those registration forms 
which contained all the information required were approved 
for use. 
When asked by this researcher abo ut the status of 
curre~t class ification and funding procedures, Senator 
Peterson s ta terl. that d ue to the developme nt of several 
statutes, such as the " Registration of Adult Students" a nd 
"Lifelon g Learning ," comm u n i t y c o 11 e g e s a n d s c ho o 1 
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districts have come a lonq way in correcting some of the 
problems which had existed. In his words, "I think we've 
done everything we needed to do over the last four years to 
work the thinq out." 
One area that may not have been worked out to the 
satisfaction of all involved is the split governance issue. 
Like adult education programs, supplemental programs in 
both public schools and community colleges are moni tared 
and coo rd i na ted by the Div is ion of Vocational, Adult and 
Communit y Education. Bureau Chief Patsy Agee is aware of 
the potential problems in this area and has attempted to 
eliminate such concerns. As she explained in an interview 
with this researcher: 
Vocational education is a program, not a delivery 
system .•. [However] we've got to be very, very 
sensitive to the fact that we cannot take steps to 
effect delivery systems without the people who are 
responsible for those delivery systems being involved 
with us to make the decisions. Therefore, every time 
we take a step, we have to think community college and 
school district and make certain that what we design 
fits both of these. Of course, there are many 
differences within the two, and it's very challenging 
to come up with things that will make everybody feel 
comfortable in terms of what he or she is going to 
have to do and still make the vocational program have 
the right degree of continuity from one end to the 
other •.. The only way we will ever b e successful is to 
very closely tie ourselves to the other divisions ~nd 
make certain that we do not d o things that are going 
to be in conflict with what they have already triec to 
accomplish. When we work with them, everything goes 
beautifully . When we don't, we have chaos, and that's 
to be expected. 
Vocational supplemental programs have been, and 
continue to be, the largest of the ~our non-credit 
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instructional categories offered by community colleges in 
the state. Figures 1, 2, and 3 on pages 110 and 111 show 
th a t i n ea c h o f the three ye a rs under comp a r i s O n , 
supplemental headcount outnumbered each of the other three 
non-credit categories. By 1985, persons enrolled in 
supplemental vocational programs accounted for almost one 
half of a 11 the non-credit enrollments in the state. For 
enrollment data on supplemental programs at each of the 
twenty-eight community colleges and the entire system 
between 1973 and 1986, see Figures H-2 through H-30 in 
Appendix H. 
Require d continuing education for professions with 
large memberships such as nurses and real estate salesmen 
ha v e c o n t i nu e d t o be t he co r n e rs t one s of supp 1 em e n t a 1 
programs. The Department of Professional Regulation is 
only one of several state agencies which monitor the 
education, licensure, a n d p e r f o rm a n c e o f v a r i o u s 
profess ions 1n the state of Florida. Over half of these 
professions require some form of continuing education by 
its members in order to maintain licensure. The following 
is a list of the professional qroups licensed and regulated 
by the Department of Professional Regulation and its 
Profess ion a 1 boards , and , if a pp l i cab 1 e , the number of 
continuing education hours required every two years: 











Dental hygienists 24 
Electrical contrac t ors 
Engineers 
Funeral d irecto r s and embalmer s 
Hearing aid spe c ialists 20 
Landscape architects 
Land surveyors 
Marriage and family therapis t s 30 
Masseurs / masseuses 12 
Mental health counselors 30 
Naturopaths 
Nurses 24 
Nursing home administrators 30 
Opticians 20 
Opt ometrists 28 
Osteop athic physicians 40 
Pharmacists 30 
Physical / occupational the r a p i s t s 
Physicians / assistants 100 
Podiatrists 40 
Port pilots 
Psycholog ists 40 
Real estate agents / brokers / s alesm en 14 
Respiratory therap i st s 24 
School p s ychologist s 30 
Talent agents 
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Veterinarians ( F l orid a Depar tm ent o f Professional 
Regulation, undated) . 
In addition to providing t he co nt i nuing education 
required by larqe professional grou p s, there is a n ew and 
q rowinq tre nd among communit y colleges to p r ovide c u s t om 
mad e co u rse s fo r l o cal b usiness and ind u s t ry . Contrac t 
trainin g 1 s b ec omin g increasing ly pop u lar o n c ommunit y 
coll e q e campuses all over the cou n t r y . Ma ny expe rts cl a i m 
this is the "wave of the futu r e " (Vogle r, 198 4 ) • 
responses indicated that Florida is no exce p ti o n. 
Survey 
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Various federal programs over the years have also 
encouraged participation in supplemental vocational 
programs. In 196 2, the Manpower Development Training Act 
(MOTA) sent federal monies to the states through the 
Department of Labor, with part of the funds being set aside 
for education. This was replaced in 1973 with the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act ( CETA). Through 
CE TA , comp re he n s iv e j ob tr a i n i n g , . ad u 1 t educ at ion , and 
career information was provided regularly by school boards, 
community colleges , and universities across the nation. 
Santa Fe Community College, Daytona Beach Community 
College, Brevard Community College, and Lake-Sumter 
Community College are just a few of the many Florida 
community colleges who provided educational programs, 
including supplemen ta 1 vocational training, for el iq ible 
CETA participants (Guglielmlino & Grady, 1980). 
Although education played an important role in the 
CETA program, the majority of CETA funds were used to 
create jobs for eligible clients. In 1983, Public Law 97-
300, better known as the Job Training Partnership Act 
(JTPA) replaced CETA. As the name implies, this federal 
leg is lat ion emphasized active partnerships with education 
and ind us try. According to Hi ram J. Spurlin, Florida JTPA 
Director, approximately $126 million dollars came into 
Florida in 1987 throuqh the JTPA program. Of that, local 
educational agencies re ceived between twenty-six a nd 
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twenty-eight million dollars . 
Seventy-eight percent of all JTPA funds go directly to 
the twenty-four service delivery areas in the state, each 
headed by a Private Industry Council (PIC), made up of 
priva te citizens from industry, education, and labor. Each 
of these councils then decides how the dollars are to be 
used within its service area. Approximately one half of 
these dollars qo into on-the-job training, which can 
include some supplemental training, either through the 
local community college or vocational-technical center. 
Eight percent of the total state JTPA allocation goes 
directly to the Department of Education, which in turn 
enters into non - financial agreements with local PIC's to 
test and train eligible clients. The Department of 
Education then contracts with the appropriate community 
college or vocational technical center to deliver the 
needed services, which can include diagnostic testing and 
counseling, adult ge neral education, entry level job 
training, or supplemental vocational training for those who 
need to brush up on old skil ls or learn new ones. Fifteen 
of the t went y - e igh t community col leg es have entered into 
such aq reemen ts with 
have · direct contracts 
Florida's DOE. At least four more 
Provide Title II A 
with 
(youth) 
private industry councils to 
and Title II B (summer youth) 
traininq and diagnostic testing . 
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According to Spurlin, almost all of the community 
colleges in Florida are willing to provide JTPA type of 
training. The only reasons all twenty-eight have not 
part ic ipa ted in direct contracts with DOE are either: 1) 
the regional coordinating council has not approved the 
community college to offer the type of training the local 
PIC wants; or 2) community colleges have been underbid by 
vocational-technical centers which, . because of different 
state rules and regulations, can often offer the same type 
of training less expensively . Florida won the 1987 
Presidential Award for having the best JTPA educational 
partnership programs in the country. 
W hi 1 e J T PA is a nation a 1 program , the F 1 or id a 
Leg i s 1 a t u re i n 1 9 8 5 e s t ab 1 i s he d a s t ate w id e e con om i c 
development program. Called the Sunshine State Skills 
Program, this program was designed after similar programs 
in California and Massachusetts. The program is designed 
to a c t a s a c a t a 1 y s t i n b r i n g i n g toge the r comm u n i t Y 
colleges and employers with specific training needs related 
to new, expandinq, or diversification of business and 
industry. The program provides grant s to community 
colleges for the purpose of providi ng in structional 
programs that coincide with targeted current and future 
employment requirements. Participating businesses must 
match the amount of the qrant dollar for dollar in the form 
0 f fund i n g , e q u i pm en t or fa c i 1 i t y use • Most bus in es s es 
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choose to match the grant amount through the use of in-kind 
matching such as equipment , fa c i 1 it i es , or person n e 1 • 
Since the Sunshine State Skills Program prohibits community 
colleges from buying equipment with grant money, this in-
kind matching of equipment has proven to be most useful 
(FDOE, DCC, 1987b). 
The 1985 Florida Legislature provided $750,000 for 
the Sunshine State Skills Program. Of these funds, $50,000 
was allocated to initiate and administer the program, and 
$700,000 was distr ibuted in the form of competitive grants 
to the following community colleges to be used in these 





ITT & McDonnell 
Douglas Astron. 
TRAINING PROGRAM AMOUNT 
Computers/Mechanical $135,000 
Assembly/Management 
Chipola 5 Machine Shops Machine Shop Skills 
1n Marianna 
39,021 
Gulf Coast Gulf Power Corp. Basic Electricity 16,923 




Manatee Venice Hospita l 
Miami-Dade Cordis Corp. 




OJT Apprenticeship 36,400 
Manaqement Traininq 29,330 
Critical Care Nursing 4,279 
Occup. Spanish/English 56,294 
Writing / Basic Math 
Foliage Production 
and Plant Usage 
75,749 
Miami-Dade International 
(North) Medical Centers 
Miami Dade International 
(Wolfson) Medical Center 
North Fl. Relief Printing 
St. Johns Grumman/St. Aug. 
St. Johns Jiffy Stores 
St. Johns Miller Enterpr. 
St. Johns Putnam County 
Hospital 
St. Peters. Enst & Whitney 
Seminole 
South Fl. 
Rich Plan of Fl. 
Walker Hospital 
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Language and Culture 30,224 
Marketing/Sales/Ethics 27,642 










Food Specialist Train. 13,024 
Critical Care Nursing 4,580 
Valencia Walt Disney World General Office Skills 60,500 
( F DOE , DCC , 1 9 8 7 c ) . 
During the first two years, twelve community colleges 
developed partnerships with thirty-four different companies 
and trained over 7,000 employees (FDOE, DCC, 1987b). The 
Florida Legislature raised the appropriation from $700,000 
the second year to three mi 11 ion dollars for the 19 87-88 
year. It is important to note that since community 
colleges receive state money in the form of grants to fund 
these programs, students participating in them are not 
reported for FTE purposes under any of the instructional 
categories. Si nee many of the more than 7,000 employees 
trained through this program are receiving advanced 
training to upqrade their current skills, this is one area 
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in which supplemental instruction is being underreported. 
All twenty-six colleges responding to the survey used 
in this study indicated they were currently offering 
supplemental programs, and most reported that they had done 
so continuously since the colleges first opened their 
doors. In a similarly unanimous decision, all respondents 
predicted a positive future for supplemental programs. 
Administrators of these program_s listed many examples 
of improvements in the area over the years. Better quality 
control, expert instructors, improved cooperation with 
o u t s i d e a g e n c i e s , be t t e r s t a f f de v e 1 o pm e n t , f 1 e x i b 1 e 
scheduling, more sophisticated curriculum including 
electronic catalog of courses, and more diversity of 
offerings are just some of the improvements listed. 
Fundinq for supplemental programs came from a number 
of sources. In addition to the state supported FTE 
funding, respondents stated that additional sources of 
f inane ial support were available for certain supplemental 
training from vocational education grants such as the 
federal Carl Perkins Act, CETA and JTPA grants awarded 
through 1 o c a 1 p I c ' s , HR s , Sm a 11 Bus i n es s Dev e 1 o pm en t 
Councils, the Sears Foundation, the Florida Institute of 
Government, and many individual training contracts from 
local private business and i ndu_st ry. One adm ini s tra tor 
uses the fees from the college's pistol ranqe to funo 
criminal justice proqrams, and another respondent liS t ed an 
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often hidden source of help, employer reimbursement of 
student fees. 
Considering the current emphasis on supplemental 
vocational edu cation, it is not surprising that 
supplemental programs were ranked the highest in all three 
categories by survey respondents when compared to the other 
three types of non-credit instruction. Supplemental 
programs were considered the largest, most important, and 
most prestigious non-credit programs offered by Florida's 
community colleges . The individual mean scores for 
supplemental, adult basic and secondary, citizenship, and 
recreational programs (always 1n that order) were as 
follows: "size and scope of progran1" - 1.9, 2.0, 2.5, and 
2. 6; "importance 1n fulfilling college mission" 1. 6, 
2.2, 2.6, and 2 .7; and "prestige or status within the 
college" - 1.8, 2.3, 2.7, and 3.0. Ref er to Table 1 on 
page 117 for a tabular depiction of the survey results. 
Supplemental programs are not without problems. 
Space availability and lack of f unding were the two 
problems cited most ofte n by survey respondents. 
Difficulty in finding qualified instructors (especially on 
low salary scales), effective marketinq techniques, 
equipment costs, and internal concerns about status and 
admini strative respons i bility were also listed as problems. 
One respondent summarized the reason behind most of the 
challenges facinq today's providers of supplemental 
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instruction when he said, "With the rapid growth in the 
tech fields, the need for supplemental courses is growing 
faster than resource s, both economic and instructional 
personnel." 
The evidence indicates that the field of supplemental 
vocational instruction has the greatest growth potential of 
al 1 non - credit instruct ion in Florida's community college 
system . It has traditionally been the largest and most 
accepted segment of non-credit education. However, as 
Bureau Chief Patsy Agee stated , there is sti 11 room for 
improvement : 
In my opinion, vocationa l education in the state of 
F 1 o r i d a i s no t do i n q a q o o d j ob i n supp 1 em e n t a 1 
vocational education . Too much of it has been geared 
to trying to prov i de things for people who aren't even 
serious about the job market . Now , of course, the 
Legislature has really come down on us with both feet 
in that area this year , and I think that is going to 
be cleaned up . But, if you look at the numbers of 
people out there in the work force that ought to be 
getting some kind of supplemental training, it's just 
unbelievable, the numbers that ought to be served. 
We're just scratching the surface. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
SUMMARY 
Non - credit education is now a major activity in 
American higher education, especially within the community 
college system . Non-credit enrollments make up almost half 
of the student population in Florida's twenty-eight 
community colleges . Yet non-credit proqrams are often 
misunderstood by educators , legislators, and 
public . This study was designed to promote a 
the general 
heightened 
understanding of the non-credit programs in 
comm uni ty colleqes by tracing their development 
past thirty years . 
Five qeneral research question s were asked: 
Florida's 
over the 
1) What has been the role of non-credit programs 
with in the Florida Community College System, and how has 
this chanqed? 
2) What types and quantities of non-credit programs 
have been offered within the Florida Communi t y College 
System, and how has this changed? 
3) How have non-credit program s been f unded within 




4) How has the administration of non-credit programs 
been organized within the Florida Community College System, 
and how has this changed? 
5) What is the future of non-credit programs in the 
Florida Community College System? 
To help answer these questions, a thorough review of 
the existing related literature was conducted. Very 
1 it t le 1 i tera ture was discovered in the non-credit area, 
which reinforced belief in the need for additional 
research. The research design of this study involved three 
staqes. The first stage consisted of collecting and 
analyzing all available written data su ch as state and 
college records, reports, statutes, and similar evidence . 
The second phase involved the administration of a paper and 
pencil survey of current non-credit administrators. A final 
phase, consisting of personal interviews with current and 
past non-credit professionals, helped synthesize data 
collected in all stages. 
Due to the historical nature of the study, the 
findings, which are reported in Chapters Three and Four, 
are quite lengthy. A summary, by de finition, is intended 
to be brief and concise. Therefore, a timeline was selected 
as the best way to summarize the most important events 
which shaped the Florida community colleqe non-credit 
educational program during the past thirty years· In the 
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interest of brevity, only those developments which impacted 
upon the entire non-credit system, starting with its 
official beginning in 1957, have been included. 
CHRONOLOGY OF SIGNIFICANT EVENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
FLORIDA'S NON-CREDIT COMMUNITY COLLEGE PROGRAMMING 
1957-1987 
1957 - Statewide system of community colleges was 
established with four existing colleges, Palm Beach, St. 
Petersburg, Chipola, and Pensacola junior colleges, based 
on recommendations from the Community College Council 
established in 1955. 
1957 Gulf Coast Junior College, first of the new state 
funded junior colleges, was established. 
1957 Division of Community Colleges was established 
within the Department of Education to oversee the colleges. 
1958 Central Florida, 








1959 Funding of community service/personal enrichment 
programs within the K-12 system was threatened. 
1960 Brevard, Broward, Indian River, and Miami -Dade 
junior colleges were established. 
1960 Sam Hand oriented community college community 
service providers with the state adult education program . 
1961 State Junior College Advisory Board was created to 
make recommendations on junior college policy to the state 
Board of Education. 
1962 Edison, Lake City, and Lake-Sumter junior colleges 
were established. 
1962 Manpower Development Training Act (MDTA) provided 
federal funds· for certain non-credit courses. 
1963 - Junior colleges were authorized to operate on 
extended, year-round basis. 
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1959 Funding of community service/personal enrichment 
programs within the K-12 system was threatened. 
1960 Brevard, Broward, Indian River, and Miami-Dade 
junior colleges were established. 
1960 Sam Hand oriented community college community 
service providers with the state adult education program. 
1961 State Junior College Advisory Board was created to 
make recommendations on junior college policy to the state 
Board of Education. 
1962 Edison, Lake City, and Lake-Sumter junior college3 
were established. 
1962 Manpower Development Training Act (MOTA) provided 
federal funds· for certain non-credit courses• 
1963 - Junior colleges were authorized to operate on 
extended, year-round basis. 
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1963 - Junior College Minimum Foundation Program was 
established. 
1963 - Area vocational-technical centers were established. 
1963 Departments of community colleges could be 
designated as vocational education schools. 
1964 Florida Keys, Okaloosa-Walton, and Polk junior 
colleges were established. 
1964 - Civil Rights Act ended the segregated dual delivery 
system and integrated Florida's community colleges. 
1965 Four alternative plans for vocational and adult 
education were established. 
1965-1975 Many colleges changed 
"junior" to "community" to indicate 
serving all segments of the community. 
the i r name s f r om 
a new emphasis on 
1966 Florida Junior College at Jacksonville, Santa Fe, 
Seminole, Sou th Florida, and Tallahassee junior colleges 
were established. 
1967 Valencia Junior College was established. 
1968 Control of junior colleges was moved from local 
school boards and placed under independent Boards of 
Trustees for each community college. 
1968 Hillsborough Junior College was established. 
1968 State Junior College Advisory Board was replaced 
with State Community College Council. 
1969 State Department of Education was reorganized into 
f o u r d i v i s i o n s : E 1 em e n t a r y and S e con d a r y Ed u c a t i on ; 
Vocational Education; Community Colleges; and Universities. 
1970 Florida Community School Act was passed. 
1971 Local school boards were relieved of local effort 
supporting junior colleges. 
1971 Serious questions regarding the funding of 
recreational courses arose in the Legislature. 
1972 Pasco-Hernando Community Colle0e became the laS t 





Community College Program Fund was established. 
Non-credit enrollment surpassesd the 100,000 mark. 
1972 Task Force on Adult Education studied recreational 
courses and recommended no state funding be spent on them. 
1972 Regional Coordinating Councils for Vocational 
Education, Adult General Education, and Community 
Instructional Services were established. 
1973 Community college reporting system was changed to 
reflect different types of non-credit programs. 
1973 
funding. 
Recreational courses were .removed from state 
1973 Florida Education Finance Plan ( FEFP) replaced 
Minimum Finance Program (MFP) in K-12 system. 
1973 - Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) 
replaced MDTA, meaning more funds for vocational and adult 
courses. 





was held in Orlando. 




American Association of Community and Junior 
( A AC JC ) p 1 e d g e s e f fort s toward comm u n i t Y 
1975 AACJC Center for Community Education was 
established. 
1975 State Department of Education 
again. Adult education was taken from 
Vocational Education, where it had been 
sent to the Division of Public Schools. 
1975 Continuing Education Standing 
Council of Academic Affairs was formed. 
was reorganized 
the Division of 
since 1955, and 
Commit tee of the 
1975 State Advisory Council on Community Education 
(SACCE) was established. 
1975 Supplemental vocational courses were reported 
separately. 
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197 5 Pasco-Hernando Community College joined Brevard 
Community College, Central Florida Community College, 
Chi pol a Junior College, Daytona Beach Community College, 
Florida Junior College at Jacksonville, Florida Keys 
Community Colleqe, Indian River Community College, Lake 
City Community College, North Florida Community College, 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College, Santa Fe Community College, 
Seminole Community College, and South Florida Community 
College as an area vocational education school. 
1975 CIS Task Force met to devise new CIS rule. 
1976 CIS changed from FTE funding to categorical grant 
to be used to address significant community problems in 
seven areas. Funding was cut from $11. 3 million in 1974, 
to $4.4 million in 1975, to $2.3 million in 1976. 
1976 Regional Coordinating Councils were reactivated. 
1976 St. Johns River Community College joined Daytona 
Beach Community College, Florida Junior College at 
Jacksonville, Indian River Community College, North Florida 
Junior College, Okaloosa-Wal ton Junior College, Pensacola 
Junior College, Seminole Community College, and Santa Fe 
Community College as a provider of adult basic and 
secondary education. 
1976 AACJC Center for Community Education conducted 
four regional conferences and a national conference to link 
community schools and community colleges. 
1977 SACCE was replaced by the State Advisory Council 
on Adult and Community Education (SACACE). 
1977 Status of CIS Process in Florida Report was sent 
to the legislature. 
1978 Proposition 13 passed in California, first of 








Scholar's Chair in 
at Florida Atlantic 
1979 State Community College Coordinating Board was 
established. 
1979 Community School Act was changed to Community 
Education Act. 
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1979 Statewide conference on "Delivery of Community 
Instructional Services: The Importance of Linkages" was 
held in Orlando. 
1981 Florida Adult General Education Act was passed. 
1981 Funding formula for FTE generating non-credit 
courses was changed from 810 con tact hours/FTE to 900 
contact hours/FTE. 
1982 Article by AACJC President Dale Parnell suggested 
community colleges not offer recreational courses. 
1982 Giant cuts were made in CIS. Program was saved by 
grassroots lobbying effort. 
1982 Florida Community Education Foundation was 
established to recognize, award, and promote community 
education. 
19 82 Legislature prioritized adult general education 
and required students be served in priority order. 
1983 State Board of Community Colleges was established. 
1983 Speaker's Task Force on the Community College 
System redefined community colleges' missions and 
emphasized community services as a secondary, not primary, 
mission. 
198 3 State Department of Education was reorganized. 
Div is ion of Vocational Education was enlarged to Div is ion 
of Vocational, Adult and Community Education (DVAC). Adult 
education was moved from a section level to the Bureau of 
Adult and Community Education in the new DVAC. 
1983 Regional Coordinating Councils were reconstituted 
with majority of membership being lay members. 
1983 
packet. 
CESC issued the first annual CIS informational 
1983 Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) replaced CETA. 
1983 - Raise Achievement 1.n 
Act was passed, raising 
requirements. 
Secondary Education (RAISE) 
high school completion 
1983 Community Education Act was changed to allow 
Participation by community colleges through joint 
agreements with school districts. 
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1983 Brevard Community College was the first community 
college to participate in Community Education grants. 
1984 Senator Curtis Peterson requested Auditor 
General's Report of Adult and Vocational Education. 
1984 Florida Adult Literacy Act was passed and set goal 
of reducing illiteracy in state to two percent by 1990. 
1985 Auditor General's Report was published. 
1985 Four University Community Education Centers were 
established. 
1985 Sunshine State Skills Program was established to 
provide job training for new or expanding businesses. 
1986 Project Literacy U. S. (PLUS) was implemented by 
ABC and PBS to fight illiteracy around the nation. 
1987 Registration of adult students was changed. 
1987 1988 Master Plan was developed and included three 
challenges to expand community services and 1 if e long 
learning programs. 
1987 Project Independence was passed providing job 
training and education for welfare recipients. 
1987 State Adult Literacy Plan was mandated. 
1987 Model Non-Instructional Literacy Centers were 
established at Daytona Beach Community College, Brevard 
Community College, Miami-Dade Community College, and 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College. 
1987 CIS categorical grants were eliminated. 
1987 Lifelong Learning instructional category was 
established. 
1987 Supplemental 




programs were first 
Adult and Community 
Another means of summarizing the results of this study 
would be to briefly answer each of the general research 
questions: 
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Question One: a) What ~as been the role of non-credit 
programs within the Florida Community Colleqe System as 
l~~!!.!.li. i ~ d by l e g i s l a t i o n , state board rules and 
reg u l a t i on s , co 11 e g e m i s s i on s t at em e n t s , and a c tu a l 
practice? b) How has this changed, if at all? 
Non-credit programs have been an essential part of the 
Florida community college system from the very beg inning. 
The original legislation authorizing community colleges 
listed three types of educational programs, one being 
"courses for adults." This has been widely interpreted as 
including non-credit courses. Subsequent studies to 
redefine and reclarify the community college mission have 
all included non-credit education as one of the legitimate 
functions of the community college. Numerous pieces of 
legislation are passed each year giving legislative 
authority and approval to a number of specialized types of 
non-credit instruction. Non-credit programs are included 
in the mission statement, goals, or objectives of all 
twenty-six colleges reporting. Non-credit programs account 
for almost one half of the total community college student 
population. As more non-traditional students enter 
community colleges, the evidence suggests that the role of 
non-credit programming will increase proportionally. 
Question Two: ~ What types and quantities of non-credit 
programs have been offered within the Florida Community 
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College System? b) How h~s this changed, if at all? ------- ----
Although known by different titles at various times 
throughout the years, Florida's community colleges have 
continued to offer four basic types of non-credit 
instructional programs: recreational; citizenship; adult 
general education; and vocational supplemental. Changing 
societal trends and needs have resulted in specific courses 
within these four main areas constantly changing, but the 
overall types of programs offered have stayed relatively 
constant. 
What has changed is the amount of emphasis placed on 
one type of program over another at any given point in 
time. Recreational courses were most popular in the early 
years but have seen a decline in the early 80 's, only to 
see a possible resurgence with the growing number of senior 
citizens entering the state daily. Citizenship courses 
reached their peak in the late 70 's and early 80 's. 
Currently, the emphasis is on supplemental vocational 
training, epecially customized training for business and 
industry. Adult literacy programs are also being stressed. 
Over the years, adult general education has been the most 
consistent form of non-credit instruction. In terms of 
student enrollment, early non-credit p~ograms produced 
approximately twenty-five percent of the system-wide total 
college undupl icated enrollment. Since the mid 1970 's, 
that percentage has increased to almost half of all 
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community college enrollments in the state of Florida. 
Question Three: a) How have non-credit programs been 
funded within the Florida Community College System? .el How 
has this changed, if at all? 
Most non-credit programs in Florida receive some state 
financial support. This is not the case in many states. In 
the early days of the sys tern, al 1 non-credit courses 
received FTE funding. In 1973, funding for recreational 
courses was removed; and in 197 6, funding for citizenship 
courses was changed from an FTE basis to a categorical 
grant. Supplemental and adult courses still receive FTE 
funding but at a lower rate than credit courses. Non-
credit enrollment calculations for funding purposes have 
always been made on contact hours as opposed to a credit 
hour bas is for credit courses. With the passage of the 
Lifelong Learning Bill in 1987, more non-credit courses 
are now eligible for FTE funding than has been the case 
since 1976. 
Question Four: tl How has the administration of non-credit 
programs been organized at the state and college level 
within the Florida Community College System? .el How has 
this changed, if at all? 
Administration of non-credit programs has been housed 
under a number of different departments and divisions 
within the Florida Department of Education. Responsibility 
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for such programs has switched back and forth from the 
Division of Public Schools and the Vocational Division, but 
it has never been placed in the Division of Community 
Colleges. Some educators stated this split and sporadic 
governance has caused problems which have yet to be 
resolved. 
At the local level, each community college is free 
to organize its non-credit programs as it deems best. This 
flexibility has resulted in twenty-six non-credit 
administrators having twenty-six different responsibility 
combinations and eighteen different titles. Numerous 
support groups have also been organized at the local, 
state, national, and international level to promote non-
credit programs. 
Question Five: What do non-credit practitioners foresee as 
the future of non-credit proqrams with in the Florida 
Community College System? 
Overall, non-credit practitioners feel the future is 
very bright. Societal trends such as constantly changing 
technology, increases in non-traditional students, 
including senior citizens, and recent national emphasis on 
adult illiteracy are just some of the forces which 
educators predicted will result in increased non-credit 
en r o 11 men ts , esp e c i a 11 y in the supp 1 em en ta 1 and ad u 1 t 
education areas. Non-credit administrators reported a 
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slight improvement in the status of their departments 
within their own institutions and predicted improved 
cred ibi 1 i ty in the future. Adequate funding, however, is 
expected to remain a problem. 
CONCLUSIONS 
After carefully analyzing and synthesizing the large 
amounts of data collected for this study, the following 
conclusions have been made: 
1. Non-credit programs play a vital role in fulfilling the 
true mission of community colleges. 
From the beg inning of the Florida Community College 
System, non-credit programs have assisted community 
colleges in accomplishing their mission. Whether this 
meant providing "courses for adults" in the early days or 
off er i ng supplementa 1 vocational courses for today's 
changing workforce, non-credit programs have provided a 
necessary ingredient in the effort to fulfill stated goals. 
In fact, non-credit activities, more than any other 
component of the college, have allowed community colleges 
to truthfully call themselves "community" colleges. If it 
were not for this community service component, which allows 
the involvement of all segments of the community, community 
colleges might be fine academic institutions or excellent 




2. Non-credit programs will become more important in the 
near future. 
As important as non-credit programs have been in the 
past, these programs should be of even greater importance 
in the future. Rapidly changing technology demands 
qualilty training and retraining programs which can be 
offered quickly, inexpensively, and conveniently. The 
great influx of senior citizens and Spanish speaking 
residents arriving daily in Florida will create demands for 
specialized programs catering to their needs. Business and 
ind us try have a 1 ready g row n a cc us tome d to custom i zed 
training programs designed to their exact specifications 
offered by today's community colleges and will certainly 
expect similar services in the future. The changing nature 
of the American family, with its rising divorce rate and 
increasing numbers of working mothers and latchkey 
children, brings with it new and difficult challenges. 
Each of these societal forces requires a different 
type of educational prescription. The non-credit 
department is often the most appropriate office on campus 
for meeting these challenges. Unrestricted by many of the 
policies and procedures associated with credit pedagogy, 
non-credit programs often have the flexibility necessary to 
effectively deal with unique educational problems. More 
importantly, non-credit departments have a track record for 
having the ability and willingness to serve diverse groups 
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of non-traditional students, leaving credit programs free 
to deal more effectively with the large numbers of students 
who are best served by more traditional methods. 
3. Funding for non-credit proqrams will not increase 
in the near future. 
State support of non-credit proqrams will probably not 
change significantly in the near future. The Florida 
Legislature has made it quite clear that non-credit 
education, however laudable, is not the number one priority 
of community colleges. As such, it cannot expect to get 
top dollar. Non-credit courses, if funded at all, wi 11 
continue to receive only a portion of the credit equivalent 
funding. Many non-credit programs will be forced to stay 
or become self-supporting. 
4. All non-credit offerings are cateqorized within 
four basic types of educational programs. 
Over the past thirty years, large numbers of non-
credit programs have been developed and offered by 
community colleges to meet the changing needs of Florida 
citizens. These needs, and the resulting programs, have 
differed, not only over time and within certain target 
groups, but also along geographical boundaries. Within all 
this diversity, however, there have been some important 
commonalities. All non-credit courses, regardless of their 
individual specificity, have fallen within four basic types 
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of programs. These programs have been related to either a 
student's lack of basic educational skills (now called 
adult basic and secondary), work (now called supplemental), 
family or community responsibilities (now called 
citizenship), or personal enrichment goals (now called 
recreation). 
The fact that, while individual courses may change 
dramatically, the four general program areas stay the same 
allows opportunities for greater program continuity and 
more effective planning. One of the criticisms of non-
credit programs by some faculty members has been their lack 
of permanency. These faculty members see non-credit 
programs as "fly by night, here today, gone tomorrow" types 
of activities. Individual courses may be relatively 
unstable, but that could be considered an advantage of non-
credit programming, not a disadvantage. The underlying 
premises for these programs have remained very consistent 
throughout the years. 
5. Supplemental vocational programs are the most 
popular non-credit programs. 
Of the four types of non-credit programs offered, 
supplemental vocational programs have traditionally been 
considered the most important and most "legitimate" type 
of non-credit program. These programs have also 
consistently comprised the largest component of the overall 
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non-credit program. Given these facts, the continued 
controversy over the worth of non-credit programs is 
somewhat surprising. 
6. Non-credit proq rams require stringent internal 
quality control. 
The same flexibility and lack of structure which 
strengthens non-credit programs may also harm them. 
Because non-credit proqrams have fewer external controls 
than many community college programs, they frequently need 
more effective internal controls. Many of the critic isms 
of non-credit programs in the past have been the result of 
lack of adequate control over the quality of non-credit 
course selection, curriculum materials, instructor 
credentials, and program evaluation. Non-credit 
administrators should maintain a constant and careful watch 
to assure that one inferior course or activity does not 
jeopardize the reputation of 
credit program developers 
critics. If not, there are 
volunteer for that job. 
the over al 1 program. Non-
should be their own worst 
many others who will gladly 
7. Non-credit administrators need to be politically 
sophisticated. 
The Florida Legislature has ultimate control over all 
non-credit programs offered by the twenty-eight community 
colleges in the state. Non-credit administrators should 
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attempt to build and maintain good working relationships 
with local and state political leaders. History has proven 
that much good can result when community college non-credit 
leaders work hand-in-hand with legislators and their staff, 
and much damage can be done when the lines of communication 
between the two groups are closed. This is not to imply 
that large scale lobbying efforts are necessary or 
desirable. Open and honest communication will suffice. 
8. Internal support is imperative if non-credit 
programs are to achieve their full potential. 
Perhaps the most critical ingredient for a successful 
non-credit program is full and visible support from top 
administration within the community college. Preferably 
this starts with the Board of Trustees and works it way 
down through the President's office to every area of the 
campus. In reality, this type of universal support is 
rarely achieved by any segment of the community college, 
especially not the non-credit component. However, one 
strong advocate of non-credit programming can accomplish 
much if placed in an influential position within the 
institution's organizational structure. Presidents who are 
committed to the community service nature of community 
co 11 eges should give non-credit programs the status, 
res pons i bi 1 i ty, and authority necessary to perform their 
assigned tasks. Organizational structure within the state 
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Department of Education, and its various Divisions, should 
also reflect proper support of non-credit programming. 
9. Florida is recognized as ~ leader in the area of 
non-credit community college programming. 
This study of the de v e 1 o pm en t of non - c red i t 
programming within Florida's community college system has 
shown that the quality and quantity of such programs have 
consistently risen over the years. Florida has achieved a 
national reputation as a leader in the field of lifelong 
learning. Florida non-credit administrators have assumed 
1 ea de rs hip positions in some of the nation' s most 
prestigious organizations. Individual non-credit programs 
have earned similar recognition. Non-credit enrollments 
now account for almost half of the total community college 
student headcount in the state of Florida. Somebody must 
be doing something right. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the information obtained through this study, 
the following recommendations are presented for 
consideration by those who desire to improve non-credit 
programming within Florida's community college system. 
1. A thorough study of the organization of non-credit 
progamminq within the state Department of Education should 
be conducted. 
Because of overlapping responsibilities between the 
Division of Vocational, Adult, and Community Education and 
the Division of Community Colleges, numerous problems 
involving governance and daily operational policies and 
procedures have emerged. The problems, although often 
slight and only occasionally insurmountable, create 
unnecessary frustration, inconvenience, and annoyance among 
community colleges and public school personnel as well. 
These minor problems can sometimes lead to major tension 
between the two delivery systems and an escalation of 
"turf ism." The Florida Legislature should instruct the 
Postsecondary Education Planning Commission to investigate 
this issue and determine if a more appropriate division of 
labor can be devised. 
?14 
215 
2. Non-credit administrators should actively pursue 
additional external funding for their programs. 
It is very unlikely that state financial support for 
non-credit programs will increase in the immediate future. 
Need for non-credit programming will certainly increase. 
Because of this disparity, non-credit administrators should 
seek other funding sources. Appropriate local, state, and 
federal grants should be pursued. Joint ventures with 
public school boards, other community colleges, and 
universities are some ways of pooling limited state 
resources for the mutual benefit of all educational 
agencies involved. Partnerships with local business and 
industry, civic groups, and special interest groups are 
sources of financial as well as other valuable forms of in-
kind contributions. Private foundations and estates are a 
rarely tapped resource. All of these potential sources of 
revenue, and more, should be investigated by non-credit 
administrators. 
3. Non-credit programs should be placed in ~ high 
level position within each college's organizational 
structure. 
Whether the chief non-credit administrator at 
individual colleges is called a dean, provost, or director 
is irrelevant. What is important is that the chi~f 
administrative officer in charge of non-credit programs be 
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considered one of the key decision makers on campus. Some 
community colleges may choose not to organize their 
programs along credit versus non-credit lines. Others may 
feel this type of division is necessary. Whichever format 
internal organization takes, the key to a successful non-
credit program is commitment from high level 
administration. This is more likely to occur if non-credit 
programs are given the same status as other similar 
departments. 
4. Non-credit programs should involve as many full-
time faculty members and other staff as possible. 
One way to earn the respect of colleagues is to 
involve them in one's program. Non-credit administrators 
should make a determined effort to involve as many full-
time college staff in non-credit activities as possible. 
Many full-time faculty members could make excellent non-
credit instructors, while others could serve on advisory 
commit tees. Staff fee waiver policies which include non-
credit courses would enable all personnel at the college to 
get a first hand look at the non-credit program. Potential 
foes might be converted to friends once they learn what the 
non-credit program is really like. 
5. Non-credit programs must maintain stringent 
quality control. 
If one is going to openly invite participation in and 
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inspection of one's program, that program needs to be above 
reproach. Not only from an internal public relations 
standpoint, but more importantly from an external 
viewpoint, non-credit programs should strive to maintain 
the highest standards of quality. Each potential course 
should be carefully evaluated. Once a decision is made to 
offer a course, careful attention should be given to 
curriculum development, instructor selection and training, 
and evaluation of the course. Non-credit administrators 
should constantly upgrade course offerings and purge the 
schedule of courses which no longer meet community needs. 
6. Non-credit administrators should continually 
strive to improve their own professional skills. 
Non-credit administrators can enhance non.:.credit 
programs by becoming more effective administrators. Good 
working relationships among colleagues, both on campus and 
across the state, are important. One way to deve;I.op such 
re 1 at ions hips is to become active in pro j e ct s and 
organizations of mutual interest. 
Each community college in Florida has a local chapter 
of the Florida Association of Community Colleges. In 
addition to building comradery among college employees, 
various commissions within the association, such as the 
Lifelong Learning Commission, sponsor numerous professional 
development programs throughout the year. The Continuing 
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Education Standing Commit tee is another vital source of 
professional training for non-credit administrators. Many 
of the organized support groups such as FACE, NCCSCE, and 
AAACE conduct annual conferences which provide invaluable 
professional contacts and upgrading. Non-credit 
administrators should also avail themselves of the many 
professional publications produced on a regular basis, such 
as The Community Services CATALYST and the Journal of 
Continuinq Higher Education. 
I n a d d i t i o n t o t h e s e r a t h e r i n f o rm a 1 t y p e s o f 
education, non-credit administrators should not abandon the 
more structured education offered by colleges and 
universities. Several state universities offer advanced 
graduate degrees in fields directly relating to the 
a dm i n i s t r a t i o n o f no n - c red i t educ a t i on • The Charles 
Stewart Mott Foundation continues to encourage 
participation in the study of community services. 
7. An inexpensive, noncumbersome system of non-credit 
record keeping should be developed which all community 
colleges could follow. 
Since many non-credit activities do not generate FTE, 
there is a tendency among many community colleges to keep 
less than accurate records of enrollment and attendance in 
such proqrams. Some community co 11 e g es have not 
computer i zed non - c red i t student data , and of those that 
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have, many cannot easily interface these data with credit 
student 
figures. 
data, rendering inaccurate 
Non-credit administrators 
unduplicated headcount 
should be aware that 
even if various programs are not funded by FTE's, they are 
s t i 1 1 r e p o r t e d t o t h e s t a t e i n t h o s e t e rm s • A n y 
inaccuracies in state reports may seriously jeopardize 
chances of future funding. 
With the advent of the new adult registration form, 
many community colleges have expressed concern that the 
large numbers of students involved, added to the 
inadequacies of current computer capabilities, will result 
in incorrect information being generated. The Bureau of 
Research and Information Sys terns within the Div is ion of 
Community Colleges should work with the community colleges 
to develop a workable reporting system appropriate for all 
non-credit programs. Only when this is accomplished wi 11 
leg is la tors and others be able to look upon these state 
reports with confidence. 
8. Non-credit administrators should not be afraid to 
"toot their own horns." 
Non-credit administrators 1n Florida's community 
col leg es should be very proud of the accomplishments of 
their programs over the last thirty years. Much of the 
controversy surrounding certain aspects of these programs 
is due to a lack of information. Non-c~edit administrators 
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may have rem a i n e d s i 1 en t too 1 on g • W i thou t be com i n g 
overbearing, proponents of non-credit programs should seek 
every opportunity to "market" their programs. Only with 
increased awareness will non - credit programs achieve the 
status and respect they have long sought. 
9. Future studies dealing with non- credit programs 
should be conducted. 
As a comprehes i ve review of the 1 i tera ture revealed, 
there has been very little research done in the field of 
non-credit education. 
the existing body of 
still exists. The 
This study added a small amount to 
knowledge. Need for other studies 
following is a partial list of the 
numerous research topics which might be of interest to 
researchers concerned about the future of non - credit 
educational programming, especially with in the community 
college system: 
a) an in-depth look at the governance of non-credit 
programs, either at the state or local level; 
b) a study of the various support groups related to 
non-credit education and how they work together for the 
benefit of the programs; 
c) a study of alt e rnative sources of funding of non -
cre dit programs, includinq q reater state funding; 
d) a follow-up study to determine how many non - credit 
students go on to become c redit students; 
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e) an analysis of the effects of the Lifelong 
Learning legislation on citizenship education in Florida; 
f) an analysis of legislative percept ions of non-
credit programs; 
g) a comparison of non-credit programs within public 
school systems, community colleges, and universities; and 
h) an in-depth study of non-credit programs at any 
one community college. 
APPENDIX A 
SURVEY MAILED TO NON-CREDIT ADMINISTRATORS 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF FLORIDA'S NON-CREDIT COl1MUNITY COLLEGE ?ROGRAMS: 
THE FIRST THIRTY YEARS. 1957-1987 
A survey of current Continuing Education/Co~munity Services Administra:ors 
COLLEGE RtSPONDENT' S NA~,E 
RESPONDENT'S TITLE 
RESPONDENT HAS BEEN INVOLVED WITH NON-CREDIT PROGRAMS AT THIS COLLEGE SINCE 
(year) 
For the purposes of this study, non-credit programs are limited to those types of instruction identified in the 
Florida State Board of Education Administrative Rules 6A-10.33 and 6A-14.30 for which credit of any type, be it 
cGllege, vocational or preparatory credit, is not given. These categories of instruction are: 
1) Supplemental; 
2) Adult Basic and Secondary (hereindfter referred to as Adult 8.& S.); 
3) Citizenship; and 
4) Recreational and Leisure Time (hereinafter referred to as Recreational). 
Since this survey is part of an historical study which spans thirty years, it is expected that very few respondents 
will have direct, first-hand knowledge of the evolution of non-credit programs at his or her individual college. 
Please feel free to confer with other college personnel (both past and present), consult (•)llege records or gather 
the requested information by whatever means you feel is appropriate in order to answer the questions as accurately 
and expediently as possible. All responses will be kept confidential, and no responses will be identified 1,ith a 
particular individual or college without prior approval . of the respondent. 
In addition to the demographic information requested on this page, the survey is divided into two parts. Part One 
asks identical questions regarding all four program areas, while Part Two dea:s with how the non-credit programs 
"fit" within the rest of the college. For your own convenience, be as concise as possible, yet do not hesitate to 
add add it i ona 1 comments on separate pa per if desired. Upon comp 1 et ion of the study, I 1-1il 1 he happy to share ,111 
the results with you, including an individual charting of your college's non-credit development. Perhaps . that will 
in -;ome small way repay you for the time and effort you must take from your bu$y schedu1e to ccmplete this survey. 
Please contact me .if you have any questions at all regarding the survey. Please return the survey and related 
documents to me in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by December 4, 1987. Thank ycu so very m1Jch!! 
Ann Sherry Herring 
715 N. Rockingh&m Avenue 
Tavares, FL 32778 
(904) 343-6098 
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PART ONE: INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM AREAS 
Please note: This study involves the development of non-credit programs over a thirty year period, beginning 
with the 1957-58 school year and ending with the 1986-87 school year. Therefore, please answer 
all citizenship questions based on program operation prior to the 1987-88 school year (before the 
elimination of categorical CIS funds and the establishment of the lifelong learning category). 
Also, this is the only survey being sent to your college. Therefore, please try to answer all 
questions from a college-wide, rather than an individual campus or department, standpoint. 
1. Describe the status of non-credit program offerings throughout your college's history by checking all tha_t apply: 
SUPPLEMENTAL offered currently( continuously since ( ) sporadically( never( in the future( 
ADULT B.& S. offered currently( continuously since --( ) sporad i ca 11 y ( never( in the future( 
CITIZENSHIP offered currently( continuously since --( ) sporadically( never( in the future( 
RECREATIONAL offered currently( continuously since==( ) sporadically( never( in the future( 
If you checked "sporadically" or "never" for any program area, please explain why and when the program was not offered: 
For the remainder of this survey, please put "NA" by any program area which has never been offered by your college. 
2. Approximately how many courses and/or activities has your college cffered per year during the following decades? 
- 1950's 1960's 1970's 1980's 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADULT B.& S. 
CITIZENSHIP 
RECREATIONAL 
3. Briefly describe three "typical" courses or activities within each of the four instructional program areas: 
Course/Activity Contact Hrs. Avg. C.ourse Student Target Special 
Name /Length Enrollment Fee Group Comments 
SUPPtEMENTAL 




4. How do recent courses and/or activities differ from those offered earlier in your college's history? 
SUPPL [MENTAL 
ADULT B.& S. 
CITIZENSHIP 
RECREATIONAL 
5. What local, state, national or in ternational trends or events have in f luenced your coll ege's programs over the years? 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADULT B.& S. 
CITIZENSHIP 
RECREATIONAL 
6. List any external funding sources which have supplemented your programs over the years (over & above CCPF & student fees) : 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADULT B.& S. 
CITIZENSHIP 
RECREATIONAL 
7. How have your non-credit programs improved since your college first began offering them? 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADULT B.& S. 
CITIZENSHIP 
RECREATIONAL 
8. What are the greatest problems facing your college's non-credit programs today? 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADULT B.& S. 
CITIZENSHIP 
RECREATIONAL 
9. What do you predict for the future of non-credit programs at your college and statewide? 
SUPPLEMENTAL (your college) 
(statewide) 
ADULT B.& S. (your college)-------------------------------------
(statewide) 
CITIZENSHIP (your co 11 ege) -------------------------------------
( s ta te,1i de) 
RECREATIONAL (your college) ----------------------------------~---
( statewide) 
**PLEASE SEND A FEW SAMPLES OF PAST AND CURRENT NON-CREDIT PROGRAM LITERATURE (BROCHURES, SCHEDULES, (,QURSE LISTINGS, ETC.)** 
Now, please complete Part Two of the survey located on the ba ck of this page. 
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PART TWO: ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND STATUS 
1. Are you the chief non-credit officer at your college? yes( 
no( 
If no, who is? 
(name & pos ition) 
2. Do you have major responsibility for: SUPPLEMENTAL 
ADULT B.& S. 
CITI ZENSHIP 









If no, who does? 
If no, who does? 
If no, who does? 
If no, who does? 
3. What other areas of responsibility do you have? 
4. To whom do you report? 5. How many staff positions does your department have (number 
(posit ion) and type)? __________________ _ 
6. Are you classified as: administrator( 7. Is your position considered: top level administrative( 
mid-management( 
first line supe rvi so ry( 
faculty( 
career employee( 
8. How has the rela t ive position of the non-credit department changed within the organizational structure of the colleae 
over the college's history (level within the organizational chart)? improved( ) declined( remained the same(- ) 
Please explain ------------------------------------- -------
9. Are non-credit programs included in your college mission statement, goals or objectives? yes( ) no( ) 
10. Check the professional organizations to which you, 







Ind. Membership Inst . Membership 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
I l ! l 
(please specify) 
11. List any professional honors or awards (local, state, re-
gional, nation al or international) granted to you, your 
staff or your college in recognition of non-credit programs: 
Date Award Recipient/Program 
12. Rank the non-credit programs at your college in terms of the following (compare the four areas against each other, using 
1 as the highest and 4 as the lowest ranking. Use 1, 2, 3 & 4 in each of the three types of comparisons below): 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
P.DULT B.& S. 
CITIZENSHIP 
RECREATIONAL 
size and scope 
of program 
importance in fulfilling 
college mission 
prestige or status 
within the college 
r-..> 
**PLEASE SEND AN ORGANIZATIONAL CHART AND ANYTHING ELSE YOU THINK MAY BE HELPFUL. TH ~NK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR COOPER/\TION! !** rv 
-4- O'I 
APPENDIX B 
NON-CREDIT ADMINISTRATORS PARTICIPATING IN SURVEY 
APPENDIX B 
Non-Credit Administrators Participating 1n Survey 
Dr. A. Perkins Marguess 
Provost, Open Campus 
Brevard Community College 
Mr. Anthony Casale 
Director, Continuing Education and Community Services 
Broward Community College, South 
Dr. Cashius H. Pealer, Jr. 
Dean, Extended Studies 
Central Florida Community College 
Ms. Gloria Peacock 
Coordinator, Continuing Education 
Chipola Junior College 
Ms. Beverly Grissom 
Director, Adult Education 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Ms. Edythe M. Abdullah 
228 
Assistant Dean, Continuing Education and Lifelong Learning 
Florida Community College at Jacksonville 
Ms. Suzanne Fletcher 
Director, Continuing Education 
Edison Community College 
Mr. Robert W. Smith 
Director, Continuing Education 
Florida Keys Community College 
Ms. Pamela W. Whitelock 
Dean, Lifelonq Learning 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Mr. Harold Gamm 
Dean, Economic Development 
Hillgborough Community College 
Dr. Edwin Massey 
Dean, Instructional Services 
Indian River Community College 
Mr. Jim Morris 
Director, Continuing Education 
Lake City Community College 
Dr. Kermit K. Johnson 
Director, Continuing Education and Community Services 
Manatee Community College 
Mr. William Succop 
District Dean, Occupational and Continuing Education 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Mr. Bobby Joe Buchanan 
Director, Adult, Vocational and Continuing Education 
North Florida Junior College 
Dr. Elizabeth A. Woolfe 
Director, Continuing Education 
Palm Beach Junior College, North 
Mr. David Capps 
Assistant Dean of Student Services 
Pasco-Hernando Community College 
Dr. Elizabeth E. Smith 
Dean, Adult and Continuing Education 
Pensacola Junior College 
Ms. Patricia w. Hunter 
Director, Career and Continuing Education Curricula 
Polk Community College 
Dr. Chester w. Leathers, Jr. 
Director, Community Services 
Santa Fe Community College 
Dr. Edwin A. Johnson 
Dean, Instructional Services 
Seminole Community College 
Mr. Gene Statler 
Dean, Adult and Continuing Education 
South Florida Community College 
Dr. Shirley W. Kennedy 
Associate Dean of Academic Affairs 
St. Johns River Community College 
Ms. Debra Austin 
Director, Extended Studies Program 
Tallahassee Community College 
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Mr. Ray G. Love 
Director, Continuing Education 
Valencia Community College 
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Note: This researcher completed the survey for Lake-Sumter 
Community College as Director, Community Services, L-SCC. 
APPENDIX C 
PERSONS INTERVIEWED DURING THE STUDY 
APPENDIX C 
Persons Interviewed During the Study 
(names, titles, and dates of the interviews) 
Dr. Patsy Agee, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Vocational Program and Staff Development 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 4, 1987 
Dr. Walter E. Allan, Executive Director 
Region 14 Coordinating Council for Vocational Education, 
Adult General Education and Community Instructional 
Services 
January 29, 1988 
Dr. Frederick W. Atherton, Educational Policy Director 
Academic and Professional Education Programs 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 17, 1987 
Mr. L. Frank Casey, Executive Director 
Florida Association of Community Colleges 
December 17, 1987 
Dr. Phillip A. Clark, Director 
Center for Community Education 
University of Florida 
September 25, 1987 
Mr. Jack Eberly, Administrator 
Financial Planning and Analysis 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 16, 1987 
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Ms. Suzanne M. Fletcher, Director of Continuing Education 
Edison Community College 
formerly Director of the Center for Community Education 
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges 
December 11, 1987 
Mr. James H. Fling, Coordinator 
Adult-Continuing Education and Community Services 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 17, 1987 
Dr. James F. Gollattscheck, Executive Vice President 
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges 
January 26, 1987 
Mr. Jimmy Helms 
House Committee on Higher Education 
Florida House of Representatives 
December 8, 1987 
Dr. Connie Hicks-Evans, Program Specialist 
Bureau of Adult and Community Education 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 7, 1987 
Mr. Robert Howell, Director 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 8, 1987 
Mr. David Islitzer, Proqram Specialist 
Bureau of Adult and Community Education 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 3, 1987 
Mr. Kenneth E. Jarrett, Administrator 
Accounting and Budgeting 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 16, 1987 
Mr. Joe Kemp, Principal 
233 
Vocational, Technical and Adult Off-Campus Outreach Program 
Broward Public Schools 
1986-87 FAEA liason to CESC, FAEA Area 5 Chairman 
December 11, 1987 
Mr. John E. Lawrence, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Adult and Community Education 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 8, 1987 
Dr. Chester W. Leathers, Jr., Director 
Community Educational Services 
Santa Fe Community College & School Board of Alachua County 
December 11, 1987 
Dr. Donald R. Magruder, Administrator 
Sunshine State Skills Program 
Division of Community Colleges 
Department of Education 
December 4, 1987 
Ms. Pamela Mason, GED Director 
Bureau of Adult and Community Education 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 7, 1987 
Mr. Clark Maxwell, Jr., Executive Director 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 17, 1987 
Ms. Erin McColskey, Educational Policy Director 
Vocational and Adult Education Programs 
Division of Community College 
Florida Department of Education 
December 16, 1987 
Dr. Bill R. Odom, Deputy Executive Director 
Finance and Information Systems 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 3, 1987 
Dr. Paul C. Parker, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Program Support and Services 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 16, 1987 
Senator Curtis Peterson 
Florida Senate 
February 4, 1988 
Dr. L. Kim Porter, Education Policy Analyst 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 4, 1987 
Mr. Harry L. Rudy, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Information Systems 
Division of Community Colleges 
Florida Department of Education 
December 3, 1987 
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Dr. Leon A. Sims, Assistant Director 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 4, 1987 
Mr. Hiram J. Spurlin, Program Director 
Job Training and Partnership Act 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 3 , 1 9 8 7 
Mr. Eugene Stafford, Administrator 
Program Support Services 
Bureau of Adult and Community Education 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
Florida Department of Education 
December 3 , 1 9 8 7 
Mr. Jack Tebo, Education Policy Analyst 
Office of the Commissioner 
Florida Department of Education 
December 3, 1987 
Mr. Ralph D. Turlington 
former Commissioner of Education 
Florida Department of Education 
January 28, 1987 
Dr. James L. Wattenbarger, Director 
Institute of Higher Education 
University of Florida 
November 19, 1987 
Representative T. K. Wetherell 
Florida House of Representatives 
January 27, 1988 
Ms. Leatricia Williams, Program Specialist 
Bureau of Adult and Community Education 
Division of Vocational, Adult and Community Education 
December 16, 1987 
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APPENDIX D 
FLORIDA'S TWENTY-EIGHT COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
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APPENDIX D 
Florida's Twenty-Eight Community Colleges 
COLLEGE 
Palm Beach Junior College 
St. Petersburg Junior College 
Chipola Junior College 
Pensacola Junior College 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Central Florida Community College 
Daytona Beach Community College 
Manatee Community College 
North Florida Junior Colleqe 
St. Johns River Community College 
Brevard Community College 
Broward Community College 
Indian River Community College 
Miami-Dade Community College 
Edison Community College 
Lake City Community College 
Lake-Sumter Community College 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 
Polk Community Colleqe 
Florida Keys Community College 
Florida Community College at Jacksonville 
























Seminole Community College 
South Florida Community College 
Tallahassee Community College 
Valencia Community College 
Hillsborough Community College 








*St. Petersburg Junior College was established in 1927 as 
a private institution and became part of Florida's public 
system in 1947. 
**Chipola Junior College was 
private institution and became 
system in 1948. 
established in 1947 as a 
part of Florida's public 
APPENDIX E 
NON-CREDIT FUNDING DATA 
(Data com pi led from the Florida Department of Educ at ion, 
Division of Community Colleges' Full Cost Summary Reports 
from CA-3 (CCMIS 310), 1973-74 through 1986-87.) 
Table E-1 
AVOCJ\TION/\L TOTAL COST PER FTE 
73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 
BREVARD 983.4 1116 1492.8 1353.9 NO REPORT 1558.2 1557.3 1736.1 2244 1837.5 2159.1 2847.3 3431. 49 3418.33 
BROWARD 2688.9 2021.4 2473.8 1595. 4 1744.8 1914.3 2888 3122.4 2816.7 3002.1 3072.76 3450.43 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 844.5 946.5 1095 1151. 7 1629.6 1803.6 3260.8 2558 2694.3 4413 .6 5070.54 3563.08 
CHIPOLA 953.1 1128. 3 1035.6 1115. 7 1251.3 1278.9 1644.6 1585.8 2221.2 3038 2586 3338.7 4001.23 3873.82 
DAYTONA BEACH 671.4 1075.5 2045.1 1626 1854.9 1637.7 1803 2301.6 2395.6 2633.4 2627.1 3084.84 3496.26 
EDISON 1021.2 1504.5 1345. 5 1439.1 1740.6 1934.7 1829.7 1996.5 2684.8 3128.8 3306.9 4057.8 4550.56 4609.74 
FCC/JACKSONVILLE 1059.6 959.4 1260.3 1137.3 1212.9 1478.4 1518.9 1545.3 2498.8 3550.4 4190. 1 3792 3717 .53 4306.4 
FLORIDA KEYS 3301.8 10334.1 3,375.6 14063.2 3738.6 5464.8 5237.7 7987.12 
GULF COAST 955.5 776.1 844.5 1284.6 1055.4 1492 .2 1543.2 2261.4 2472 4898.2 2080. 72 
HILLSBOROUGH 2085.3 739.2 1160, l 1550.4 1425.9 1455.6 1456.8 1844.4 2504.8 2994.4 2171. 7 2555.7 3237 . 59 3383.04 
INDIAN RIVER 
LAKE CITY 1005.3 842.1 1906.8 1506.6 1737.6 1712. 8 2061. 6 2238 2684.7 2896.97 4056.88 
LAKE-SUMTER 1964.7 2344.2 2005.5 1669.8 1587.6 1483.2 2124. 6 2434.8 3450 3009.6 2303.1 2790.6 3997.96 5319.12 
MANATEE 1110 1188 .6 1541. 1 1737.3 1353.9 1542 1818.6 1879.5 2894.4 2740.4 2533.5 2783.1 3282 .13 3778.47 
MIAMI-DADE 1203.3 1384.5 1250.7 1437.9 1752 . 3 1712 .1 1663.8 1990 . 5 3483.2 3315.6 3246.6 2681.7 3384 3795.09 
NORTH FLORIDA 1103 .1 1840.4 31 08 2848.5 156168.6 5787.06 7477.18 
OKALOOSA-WALTON 1444. 5 645.6 1484.7 1107 1276.5 1137 1144. 2 1123. 5 1548.8 1886.8 1285.5 2495.07 2682.83 
PALM BEACH 1384. 2 1417.2 17 99 .1 2483.2 2776 2688.6 3105.6 3445.27 3886.02 
PASCO-HERNANDO 1410.9 1709. 7 117 4. 8 1528.5 2661.9 1753.2 1788 1683.9 2566.4 2063.6 1758 
PENSACOLA 1163. 7 785.l 1369. 2 1396. 5 1424.1 1463.4 1395. 3 1477.5 2062.8 1941. 6 2207.1 2163.6 2440.52 2727. 13 
POLK 1004.1 1278.6 1416.9 1366. 2 1425.9 1707.6 2060.7 3192.9 2303.2 2568.4 2785.5 2503.8 7425.14 413 3 . 9 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 1314. 9 1369. 2 1459.5 1940.7 1618.5 2032.5 3647.6 3556 
ST. PETERSB URG 966.9 1017.6 987.6 1256.1 1325. 1 13 96. 8 1601.1 13 23. 9 1640.4 NO REPORT 1756.2 2481.3 3348.65 3870. 57 
SANTA FE 1359.6 1838.7 1941.3 2723. 7 1882.5 1424.4 1579.2 2016.6 2321.6 2065. 2 2487.6 3229.8 3327. 66 4086.36 
SEMINOLE 740.1 1059.9 1154.1 1385. 7 1540.8 1181. 4 1597.8 1637.1 1942.8 2072. 8 2293.5 2759.7 3016.3 2579.92 
SOUTH FLORIDA 1232.7 10513.8 4478.24 2305.59 
TALLAHASSEE 1528.5 1507.8 1093.2 1463.7 2745.2 2828.4 1994.7 64 54. 2 7286. 68 7002.02 
VALENCIA 1554.9 1481. 7 1671 1776 2258.7 1689.9 2056.2 2232.9 2397.6 4304.8 3150.3 5831. l 3512.49 5242.02 N 
""" 0 
TOTAL 1220 .32 1170.01 1314.11 1528.39 1585.24 1511.9 1629.58 1680.68 2384.17 2091. 8 2545.46 2799.81 3270.08 3692.72 
Table E-2 
CITIZENS!IIP Tal'l\L COST PER FTE 
73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 
BREVARD 978.6 1103 .1 1872. 3 1583.1 NO REPORT 14 72. 7 1515 1665 2277.2 1610.65 2022.9 2652 3212.94 3588.1 
BROWARD 883.8 2595 . 6 2146.5 1990.2 2052.3 1350. 6 1892.1 1939.8 3076.8 3316 3058.8 3459.3 3213. 95 3431. 79 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 686.1 863.4 879.6 928.8 1188 1123.5 1409.4 1492. 5 2128.4 1950.8 2343.9 3023.1 4200.04 4450.5 
CHIPOLA 912.3 1196.7 1585.8 1418. 1 1547.4 1626.6 2467.2 2920.4 2555.4 3328. 5 4005 .83 4158.07 
DAYTONA BEACH 922. 5 801.3 1337. 1 1182. 3 1472 . 1 1553.7 1338 14 59. 2 1875.6 1820.8 1987.8 2176.2 2233.76 2203.6 
EDISON 943.5 1205.4 1780.8 2811. 3 1971. 3 2104.2 2120 . 4 3586 3745.2 3968.1 5091.6 6977 .13 8133 .25 
FCC I J ACY-SONVILLE 869.1 906.6 1072. 5 1554.9 1366.8 1393.2 1453.8 1509.3 1860 2139.2 2410.5 2775. 9 3534.18 3335.51 
FLORIDA KEYS 3283.2 6276.3 3294.8 13464 3401. 7 54 72. 3 46 08.9 8 7022.74 
GULF COAST 955.8 775.8 1051.5 1014.3 1388. 7 1806 3308. 7 2970.6 2579.2 3470 3072. 6 6755.1 14068.19 9288.93 
HILLSBOROUGH 1793.1 1026.6 1148.4 1568.7 1473.6 1484.7 1537.5 1829.4 2584.4 2676.4 2300.4 2717. 4 3410.66 3980.23 
INDIAN RIVER 1022.7 1318. 2 1561. 8 1238.7 686.4 1214.7 1294 . 5 2078.4 2413.6 2887.5 2830.5 3192.4 1766.99 
LAKE CITY 2028.3 1187. 4 1319.4 1514.4 1160. 7 1980 1970.4 2009.7 1931.4 2745.33 3325.25 
LAKE-SUMTER 1810.2 2400.6 1494.9 4422 3615. 3 504 5. 7 3360.9 4451. 2 3915.2 2214.9 4676.4 6303.34 4992.09 
MANATEE 1290 1301.1 1877.4 1900.2 1318. 2 1709.4 1532.7 1978.2 2838.4 3010.8 3458.1 3821. 1 4087.36 5229.59 
MIAMI-DADE 1090.2 1347 1258.2 1442.1 1578.6 1690.8 1680.9 1882.8 3260.4 3410 3354 2991.3 3242.52 3102.44 
NORTH FLORIDA 2756.4 1957 5 11884 . 5 3760 2510. 7 5391.63 3580.48 
OKALOOSA-WALTON 1138.5 2042.4 2058 2328.9 2959.8 3325.8 3114 2415.2 2228.4 2813.1 3918.94 3378.04 
PALM BEACH 853.2 641.4 1059.3 876.9 1246.8 1326 1633.5 2338.4 2345.6 2109 2160.6 2283.44 2932. 22 
PASCO-HERNANDO 1173.9 1674.3 1423.2 1624.5 2838.6 2761. 8 2966 . 1 3092.4 2406.8 2080.4 2219.7 2496.3 2900.12 2702.61 
PENSACOLA 956.1 1611. 6 1959.9 1301.1 2005.2 1866.3 1912.8 4194.8 6398.1 4679.4 4760.15 3930.5 
POLK 6960.9 1353. 3 1514.l 1605.3 1519.2 2073 2016.9 2184.3 3496.4 3086.4 3228.3 3695 . 4 3682.19 4807.87 
ST. JOHNS RlVER 1341 1816.2 1682.7 2172.9 3712.4 2871.6 3011.7 2919.9 3462.96 3406.92 
ST. PETERSBURG 1002.6 1238.4 972. 3 1279.2 1587.6 1546.5 1665.9 13 30. 2 2354.8 NO REPORT 1861. 5 2309.7 3225.43 356 7 . 94 
SANTA FE 1406.4 1708. 8 1936.5 2242.2 1702.2 1693.5 1551. 6 1696.5 2343.2 2620 2584.8 2772. 3 3943.89 5774.53 
SEMINOLE 977. 7 1183. 8 1507.8 1469,7 950.1 1277.1 1393.5 1283.4 1252.4 1263 .6 1344. 3 1304 .1 1713.93 2620.16 
SOUTH FLORIDA 2220 1541.4 1274.4 1232.7 1134. 9 2132. 4 1247.7 1816.5 2244.4 2508 2982.9 2824.8 2055.37 3244.32 
TALLAHASSEE 1462.5 NO REPORT 2450.8 2341.2 20314.5 2718 6963.13 3462.88 
VALENCIA 1447.8 1501.8 1769.1 2055.9 1650.3 1959 1622.1 2060.7 3240.8 4296.4 4305.6 5210.4 6609.25 6053. 94 
tv 
~ 
TOTAL 985.24 1149.19 1286.94 1461. 01 1456.83 1496.66 1588.28 1635.63 2439.87 1904.89 2598.13 2686.45 3212.23 3310.15 I-' 
Table E-3 
ADULT ELEMENTARY J\ND SECOl!Dl\RY TOTAL COS'l' PER FTE 
73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 
BREVARD NO REPORT 2076.6 2668.8 3259.5 4031.47 3683.77 
BROWARD 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 768 866.4 849 851. 7 1018.8 954 1209.3 1478.1 1405.2 1504.4 1579.1 7390.5 17212.91 8649.27 
CHIPOLA 
DAYTONA BEACH 930 .9 919.8 1162. 5 1196. 7 1217.1 1215.3 1590 1641. 9 2093.6 2067.6 1914.9 1967.4 2035.81 2392.51 
EDISON 882.6 3950.62 4508.27 




INDIAN RIVER 1026.6 1154. 7 1333.5 1205.4 1361. 7 1112 .1 1209.9 1282.8 1089.6 2044.8 2138.1 1900.2 2359.32 2576.65 
LAKE CITY 1188 1070. 4 1105. 5 1201. 8 1247.1 1182 1261. 2 1463.4 1954 1886.8 2031 1875.6 2186.29 3128.76 
LAKE-SUMTER 3233.l 3267.6 4232.79 
MANATEE 
MIAMI-DADE 1233.3 1511. 4 1317 1460.1 1407.9 3153.2 3182.8 2350.2 3032.4 3040.69 3094.76 
NORTH FLORIDA 1579.5 1073.1 1371 1850.7 1.909.8 1761.6 1990.5 2108.1 2841.6 31 28 2405.4 2442.6 2325.67 2469.04 
Ol~OOSA-WALTON 1245.3 1082.1 1261. 8 1352.4 1650.9 1546.5 1506.9 1606.2 2110. 4 2133.2 1945.2 2205.9 2650.72 296 9.62 
PALM BEACH 
PASCO-HERNANDO 1689 . 15 
PENSACOLA 1018.2 1178.1 1272.6 1385. 4 1397. 4 1273.8 1182 1'168.5 1954.8 1794.4 1970.4 2206.6 2608.23 2758.38 
POLK 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 4260.3 3979.2 5928.6 5521.8 8718 9452 8247.6 6640.5 8327. 4 14026. 98 4446.66 
ST, PETERSBURG NO REPORT 
SANTA FE 2255.4 1984.2 1811. 4 1794.3 1584.2 1912.5 1966.2 3198.8 3154.8 4908.3 3900.7 3105.89 3255.08 
SEMINOLE 852.6 1144.8 1053.6 1152. 6 1177.8 1351.5 1350. 6 1473.3 1632 1654.4 1896.3 1854.3 2021. 39 2194.2 
SOUTH FLORIDA 1128.3 1069.8 1053.3 1340.7 1328.1 1618. 5 1526.9 1527 1841.2 17 45. 6 1990.5 2181 1865 2479.88 
TALLAHASSEE NO REPORT 1433.53 
VALENCIA 695.1 848.7 1649.1 1572 1556.1 29955.9 3335.6 4267.2 2827.2 3032.7 
N 
~ 
TOTAL 956.08 1084.08 1159.1 1247.67 1305.95 1274.68 1378.05 1473.18 2046.56 1550.26 2062.16 2269.51 2652.99 2815.98 N 
Table E-4 
TOl'l\L INSTHll~'rJ ONPJ , CO"T f'Fn FrI:: 
73 74 75 76 77 78 79 00 81 82 83 84 85 BG 
BREVARD 1191. 9 1192. 2 127 0. 8 14 52. 9 NO REPORT 1590.6 1802.7 1919.4 2704.4 2335.1 2785.7 1 3384.91 3786.59 3743.18 
BROWARD 1289.7 1395. 9 1339. 5 1413. 9 1624.5 1761 1779.6 1914. 6 2826 3015. 2 3171.25 3479.84 3569.61 3603.43 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 1014.9 1200.3 1152 1322 .1 1430.4 1539.9 1707 1929. 3 2331.6 2507.6 2927.35 3939.31 4185.62 3850.17 
CHIPOLA 1401. 6 13 75. 8 1407. 9 1575.3 1806.3 1887.9 2140.2 2159.4 3164.4 3902 4069.87 452 4.4 4388 .3 4971. 24 
DAYTONA BEACH 1175.1 1159. 5 1315.2 1273.5 1357. 5 1518.3 1687.2 1802.7 2545.2 2592 2809.73 3048.66 3003.22 3169.37 
EDISON 1255.2 1304. 7 1291.2 1455 . 6 1508 .1 1582.8 1713.3 1741.8 2462 2485.2 2782.37 3312.18 3330.03 3347.38 
FCC/JACKSONVILLE 993.9 1094.4 1206.3 1349.1 1433.7 1500.3 1633. 2 1742.1 2421.6 2585.2 2920.69 3610.07 3536.88 3747.78 
FLORIDA KEYS 1689 1496. 7 1653.9 1937.4 2129.4 2228.1 2730,6 2642.1 3680.4 4279.2 4878 . 88 5158.29 5764.23 6250.54 
GULF COAST 1089.45 1135.5 1206.3 14 72. 4 1439.4 1644.9 1708. 8 1%5 2776 3155 . 6 3497.85 3917.73 40]9. 4] 4062.18 
HILLSBOROUGH 1237.8 1167 .3 1244 . 4 1458 1571. 7 1583.1 1693.5 1876.5 2712. 4 2914.8 3025.88 3554.28 3767.62 3810.40 
INDIAN RIVER 1085 .l 1277. 7 1361. l 1383. 9 15]6 1332. 3 1490.1 1616.4 2340 2396.8 2918.66 2929.15 3168.51 3186.71 
LA.KE CITY 1339. 2 1281.9 1224.9 1389 . 3 1478.4 1627.8 1734.6 1760.4 2429.2 2661.6 3229.43 ]172.69 3166.25 3662.66 
LA.KE-SUM'rER 1461.6 1475.7 1305. 6 1573.2 1725 1762.5 2725. 8 2218.5 304].6 3139.2 3847.67 44 73.2 7 4550.18 5064.07 
MANATEE 1332.3 1299.6 1323.6 1414.2 1427.1 1608.6 1737.6 17 87. 4 2476.8 2596 3070.3 3470.73 35 23 .8 3807.18 
MIAMI-D/\.DE 1253.1 12 87. 6 1409.4 152 1. 9 1638 1758.6 1956 2069.1 3007. 6 3203. 2 3551.93 3800.23 4022.82 4036.27 
NORTH FLORIDA 1653 1459.2 1515 1764 2055.3 2210. 7 2571.3 2463.9 3371. 2 3700.4 3735.62 3990.52 3589.12 3674. 25 
OKALOOSA-WILTON 1146.3 1083. 6 1293.6 1492.2 1530 1648.2 1693.5 1819.5 2541. 2 2696.8 2816.4 3170.67 3506.42 3821. 51 
PALM BEACH 1441.2 1479.6 1317 1467.3 1478.7 1581.6 1617.9 1858.2 2622.8 2802.4 3342.22 3641. 99 3458.1 3758.58 
PASCO-HERNANDO 1495 . 8 1404.9 1363 . 8 1728. 9 1811. 7 1836.6 1804.9 1914 2800.4 2678,B 3238.74 3528. 76 3629.35 3545.98 
PENSACOLA 1099 .2 1198. 2 1329. 6 1541.7 1616.l 1553.4 14 66. 7 1735.5 2445.6 2440.8 3034.69 34 68 .2 3625.92 3780.99 
POLK 1290.9 1226.4 1330.2 1494.6 1510.5 1610.4 1 771. 2 1894.8 2648.8 2902.4 3252.91 3470.66 3828.83 4200.37 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 1601. 7 1768.2 1607.1 1707.6 1832.4 2084.1 2184 2376 3275.2 3674.8 4434.37 4902. 05 4687 .98 4171.3 
ST. PETERSBURG 1374.3 1331.7 1280.4 1449.3 1580.4 1654.8 1773 1883.l 2699.2 NO REPORT 3107.38 3325.42 3602.27 3900 .93 
S/\.."lTA FE 134 5. 5 1426.5 1509 1774.8 1768.8 1642.5 1775.7 1989.3 2862 3108.4 3481.94 3821.32 3770. 51 3938. 73 
SEMINOLE 1035.6 1268. 7 1300.5 1359 1469.7 1597.8 1641 1677 2114 2271.6 2689.17 2824.89 2724.32 2896. 25 
SOUTH FLORIDA 1413 1370. 7 1313.7 1491.3 1437.6 208.625 1691. 7 1602.6 2164. 4 2180.4 2740.31 2988.74 2662.78 3020.62 
ThlLAH/1.SSEE 1248 1310.4 1322 .1 1390. 2 1476.3 1521 1558.8 NO REPORT 2254.4 2366.8 2861. 29 3126.16 3174.49 3291.06 
VALENCIA 1262.4 1225.2 1302. 3 1365. 3 1654.2 1785.9 1828.8 1882.8 2811.6 3084 3312.03 2626.87 3595.9 3806.91 
I\.) 
,I:>, 
TarAL 1224 .18 1.261. 59 1325. 6 1463.56 1567.85 1643.72 1760.04 1880.33 2672. 84 2615.22 3160.57 3517.29 3616. 69 3754.61 w 
Table E-5 
WEIGHT OF AVOCATIONAL COST PER FTE COMPARED TO TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL COST PER FTE 
73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 
BREVARD 0.83 0.94 1.17 0.93 ERR 0.98 0.86 0.90 0.83 0.79 0.78 0.84 0.91 0.91 
BROWARD o.oo 0.00 2.01 1.43 1.52 0.91 0.98 1.00 1.02 1.04 0.89 0.86 0.86 0.94 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 0.00 o.oo 0.73 o. 72 0.77 0.75 0.95 0.93 1. 40 1.02 0.92 1.12 1.21 0.93 
CHIPOLA 0.68 0.82 0.74 o. 71 0.69 0.68 o. 77 0.73 0.70 0.78 0.64 0.74 0.91 0.78 
DAYTONA BEACH 0.00 0.58 0.82 1.61 1.20 1.22 0.97 1.00 0.90 0.92 0.94 0.86 1.03 1.10 
EDISON 0.81 1.15 1.04 0.99 1.15 1.22 1.07 1.15 1.09 1.26 1.19 1.23 1.37 1. 38 
FCC/JACKSONVILLE 1.07 0.88 1.04 0.84 0.85 0.99 0.93 0.89 1.03 1.37 1.43 1.05 1.05 1.15 
FLORIDA KEYS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 1.21 3.91 0.92 3.29 0.77 1.06 0.91 1. 28 
GULF COAST 0.88 0.68 0.70 0.87 0.73 0.91 0.90 1.15 0.89 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 
HILLSBOROUGH 1.68 0.63 0.93 1.06 0.91 0.92 0.86 0.98 0.92 1.03 0.72 o. 72 0.86 0.89 
INDIAN RIVER o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
LAKE CITY 0.00 0.78 0.69 1.37 0.00 0.93 1.00 0.00 0.71 o. 77 0.69 0.85 0.91 1.11 
LAKE-SUMTER 1.34 1.59 1.54 1.06 0.92 0.84 0.78 1.10 1.13 0.96 0.60 0.62 0.88 1.05 
MANATEE 0.83 0.91 1.16 1.23 0.95 0.96 1.05 1.05 1.17 1.06 0.83 0.80 0.93 0 . 99 
MIAMI-DADE 0.96 1.08 0.89 0.94 1.07 0.97 0.85 0.96 1.16 1.01 0.91 o. 71 0.84 0.94 
NORTH FLORIDA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.84 0.76 39.13 1.61 2.04 
OKALOOSA-WALTON 1.26 0.60 1.15 0.74 0.83 0.69 0.68 0.62 0.61 0.70 0.46 0.00 0.71 0.70 
PALM BEACH 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.88 0.97 0.95 0.99 0.80 0.85 1.00 1.03 
PASCO-HERNANDO 0.94 1.22 0.86 0.88 1.47 0.95 0.95 0.88 0.92 0.77 0.54 0.00 0 . 00 0.00 
PENSACOLA 1.06 0.66 1.03 0.91 0.88 0.94 0.95 0.85 0.84 0.80 0.73 0.62 0.67 o. 72 
POLK 0.78 1.04 1.07 0.91 0.94 1.06 1.16 1.69 0.87 0.88 0.86 o. 72 1.94 0.98 
ST. JOHNS RIVER o.oo o.oo 0.82 0.80 0.80 0.93 0.74 0.86 1.11 0.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
ST. PETERSBURG 0.70 0.76 o. 77 0.87 0.84 0.84 0.90 0.70 0.61 ERR 0.57 0.75 0.93 0.99 
SANTA FE 1.01 1. 29 1.29 1.53 1.06 0.87 0.89 1.01 0.81 0.92 0.71 0.85 0.88 1.04 
SEMINOLE o. 71 0.84 0.89 1.02 1.05 0.74 0.97 0.98 0.92 0.91 0.85 0.98 1.11 0.89 
SOUTH FLORIDA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 3.52 1.68 0.76 
TALLAHASSEE o.oo 0.00 0.00 1.10 1.02 o. 72 0.94 ERR 1.22 1.20 o. 70 2.06 2.30 2.13 
VALENCIA 1.23 1.21 1.28 1.30 1.37 0.95 1.12 1.19 0.85 1.40 0.95 2.22 0.98 1.38 
t\J 
ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ~ 
TOTAL 1.00 0.93 0.99 1.04 1.01 0.92 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.80 0.81 0.00 0.90 ERR 
~ 
Table E- 6 
WEIGHT OF CI TIZENSHIP COST PER FTE COMPARED TO IDTAL INSTRUCTIONAL COST PER FTE 
73 74 75 76 77 78 7 9 80 81 82 83 84 8 5 86 
BREVARD 0.82 0.93 1.47 1.09 ERR 0.93 0 . 84 0 . 87 0.84 0. 69 0.73 0 . 78 0.85 0.96 
BROWARD 0.69 1.86 1.60 1.41 1.26 0.77 1. 0 6 1.01 1.09 1.10 0 . 96 0 . 99 0.90 0 . 93 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 0.68 o. 72 0.76 0.70 0.83 0.73 0 . 83 o. 77 0 . 91 0 . 78 0 . 80 0. 77 1. 00 1.16 
CHIPOLA 0.65 0 . 87 o.oo 0.00 0.88 0 . 75 0 .72 0.7 5 0.78 0 . 75 0.63 0.74 0.91 0.84 
DAYTONA BEACH 0.79 0.69 1.02 0.93 1.08 1.02 0 . 79 0 . 81 0.74 0 . 70 0.71 o. 71 0. 7 4 0.70 
EDISON 0.75 0.92 0.00 1.22 1.86 1.25 1.23 1.22 1.46 1. 51 1.43 1. 54 2.10 2 . 43 
FCC/JACKSONVILLE 0.87 0.83 0.89 1.15 0.95 0 . 93 0.8 9 0. 87 o. 77 0.83 0.83 o. 77 1.00 0.89 
FLORIDA KEYS 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo 1.20 2. 38 0.90 3 . 15 0.70 1.06 0 . 80 1.12 
GULF COAST 0.88 0.68 0.87 0.69 0.96 1.10 1.94 1. 51 0.93 1.10 0.88 1.72 3 . 48 2.29 
HILLSBOROUGH 1.45 0.88 0.92 1.08 0 . 94 0.94 0.91 0.97 0.95 0.92 0.76 0.76 0.91 1.04 
INDIAN RIVER 0.94 1.03 1.15 0.00 0.81 0.52 0.82 0 . 80 0 . 89 1.01 0.99 0.97 1.01 0.55 
LAKE CITY 0.00 0 . 00 o.oo 1.46 0.80 0 . 81 0.87 0.66 0.82 0.74 0.62 0.61 0 . 87 0 . 91 
LAKE-SUMTER 1.24 1.63 o.oo 0 . 95 2.56 2 . 05 1.85 1. 51 1.46 1.25 0.58 1.05 1.39 0.99 
MANATEE 0.97 1.00 1.42 1.34 0.92 1.06 0.88 1.11 1.15 1.16 1.13 1.10 1.16 1.37 
MIAMI-DADE 0.87 1.05 0.89 0.95 0.96 0 . 96 0.86 0.91 1.08 1.04 0.94 0.79 0.81 o. 77 
NORTH FLORIDA 0.00 0 . 00 0 . 00 0 . 00 0.00 1.25 7.61 4.82 1.12 o.oo 0.00 0.63 1.50 0.97 
OKALOOSA-WALTON 0.00 1.05 0.00 1 . 37 1.35 1.41 1.75 1.83 1.23 0 . 90 0 . 79 0.89 1.12 0,88 
PALM BEACH 0.00 0.58 0.49 0.72 0 . 59 0 . 79 0.82 0.88 0.89 0 . 84 0.63 0.59 0 . 66 0.78 
PASCO-HERNANDO o. 78 1.19 1.04 0.94 1. 57 1.50 1.57 1.62 0.86 0.78 0.69 o. 71 0.80 0 . 76 
PENSACOLA 0.00 0.80 0.00 1.05 1.21 0.84 1.37 1.08 0.78 1.72 2.11 1.35 1. 31 1.04 
POLK 5.39 1.10 1.14 1.07 1.01 1.29 1.14 1.15 1.32 1.06 0.99 1.06 0.96 1.14 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 0.84 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.87 o. 77 0.91 1.13 0.78 0.68 0.60 0.74 0.82 
ST. PETERSBURG 0.73 0.93 0 . 76 0.88 1.00 0.93 0.94 0,71 0.87 ERR 0.60 0.69 0.90 0.91 
SANTA FE 1.05 1.20 1.28 1.26 0 . 96 1.03 0.87 0.85 0.82 0.84 0.74 0.73 1.05 1.47 
SEMINOLE 0.94 0.93 1.16 1.08 0.65 0.80 0.85 o. 77 0.59 0.56 0.50 0.46 0.63 0.90 
SOUTH FLORIDA 1.57 1.12 0.97 0.83 0.79 10.22 0.74 1.13 1.04 1.15 1.09 0 . 95 0.77 1.07 
TALLAHASSEE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.94 ERR 1.09 0.99 7.10 0.87 2.19 1.05 
VALENCIA 1.15 1.23 1.36 1.51 1.00 1.10 0.89 1.09 1.15 1.39 1.30 1.98 1.84 1. 59 
ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ~ 
~ 
TOTAL 0.80 0.91 0.97 1.00 0.93 0.91 0.90 0.87 0.91 0.73 0.82 0.76 0.89 ERR lT1 
Table E-7 
WEIGHT OF ADULT COST PER FTE COMPARED TO TCYI'AL INSTRUCTIONAL FTE 
73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 Bl 82 83 84 85 86 
BREVARD o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 ERR o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0 . 89 0.96 0.96 1.06 0.98 
BROWARD 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 
CENTRAL FLORIDA 0.76 0.72 0.74 0.64 0.71 0.62 o. 71 o. 77 0.60 0.64 0.57 1.88 4 . 11 2.25 
CHIPOLA o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
DAYTONA BEACH 0.79 0.79 0.88 0.94 0.90 0.80 0.94 0.91 0.82 0.80 0.68 0.65 0.68 0.75 
EDISON 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 . 51 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 1.19 1.35 
FCC/JACKSONVILLE 0.93 0.91 0.90 0.89 0.89 0.87 0.86 0.82 0.79 0.76 0.68 0.63 0.73 0.73 
FLORIDA KEYS o.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 
GULF COAST o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
HILLSBOROUGH o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 
INDIAN RIVER 0.95 0.90 0.98 0.87 0.89 0.83 0.81 0.79 0.81 0.85 0.73 0.65 0.74 0.81 
LAKE CITY 0.89 0.84 0.90 0.87 0.84 0.73 0.73 0.83 0.80 o. 71 0.63 0.59 0.69 o. 85 
LAKE-SUMTER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.84 0.73 0.93 0.00 
MANATEE o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 
MIAMI-DADE 0.98 1.17 0.93 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68 1.05 0.97 0.66 0.80 0.76 o. 77 
NORTH FLORIDA 0.96 0.74 0.90 1.05 0.93 0.80 0.77 0.86 0.84 0.85 0.64 0.61 0.65 0.67 
OKALOOSA-WALTON 1.09 1.00 0.98 0.91 1.08 0.94 0.89 0.88 0.83 0.79 0.69 0.70 0.76 0.78 
PALM BEACH 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
PASCO-HERNANDO 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.47 o.oo 
PENSACOLA 0.93 0.98 0.96 0.90 0.86 0.82 0.81 0.85 0.80 0.74 0.65 0.66 o. 72 0.73 
POLK 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 ERR 0.00 o.oo 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 0.00 0.00 o.oo 2.49 2.17 2.84 2.53 3.67 2.89 2.24 1.50 1.70 2.99 1.07 
ST. PETERSBURG 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo ERR 0.00 ERR 0.00 0.00 
SANTA FE o.oo 1.58 1.31 1.02 1.01 1.03 1.08 0.99 1.12 1.01 1.41 1.04 0.82 o. 83 
SEMINOLE 0.82 0.90 0.81 0.85 0.80 0.85 0.82 0.88 0.77 0.73 0.71 0.66 0.74 0.76 
SOUTH FLORIDA 0.80 0.78 0.80 0.90 0.92 7.76 0.96 o. 95 0.85 0.80 0.73 o. 73 o. 70 0.82 
TALLAHASSEE 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 o.oo 0.00 0.00 ERR 0.00 o.oo o.oo ERR 0.45 0.00 
VALENCIA o.oo o.oo 0.53 0.62 1.00 0.88 0.85 15.91 1.19 1. 38 0.85 1.15 0.00 o.oo 
ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR t-.J 
TOTAL 0.78 0.86 0.87 0.85 0.83 0.78 0.78 0.78 
~ o. 77 0.59 0.65 0.65 0.73 0.75 °' 
APPENDIX F 
TOTAL NON - CREDIT ENROLLMENT DATA 
(Data compiled from annual reports published 
Department of Education and the Florida 
Education, Division of Community Colleges 
t i t 1 e s f r om 1 9 5 9 th r o u q h 1 9 8 8 • See Li s t of 
specific references.) 
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All Non-C~dit Program:! 
57 5B 59 BO 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 BB 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 B2 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-1. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Brevard Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 





































57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 B2 83 84 85 B6 
Year 
Figure F-2. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Broward Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
































All Non-Credit Program!!! 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 81 B2 83 8 4 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-3. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Central Florida Community Colle ge. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 




































All Non-Credit Program~ 
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57 5B 59 60 61 62 6~ 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2. B3 84 85 BB 
Year 
Figure F-4. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Chipola Junior College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 




















All Non-Credit Programs 
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57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 63 84 B5 86 
Year 
Figure F-5. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Daytona Beach Community Colle ge. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 






























All Non-Credit Program:!! 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-6. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Edison Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 

























All Non-Credit Progrom:g 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 82 83 84 B5 86 
Year 
Figure F-7. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Florida Community College at 
Jacksonville. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. 



























57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-8. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Florida Keys Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 






































All Non-Credit Programs 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 B2 63 64 65 B6 
Year 
Figure F-9. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Gulf Coast Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 


























57 5B 59 60 61 62 6:5 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 7::5 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 62 B:3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-10. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Hillsborough Community Colle ge . 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 










































Figure F-11. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Indian River Community College . 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 





























All Non-Credit Program!!! 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 B3 84 85 B6 
Year 
Figure F-12. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Lake City Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 






































57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 82 83 84 B5 86 
Year 
Figure F-13. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Lake-Sumter Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 







































All Non-Credit Programs 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 83 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-14. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Manatee Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
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All Non-Credit Programs 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO 81 B2 B3 B4 85 BB 
Year 
Figure F-15. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Miami-Dade Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
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All Non-Credit Programs 
575B5960616263646566676B6970717273747576777B7980B1 B28384B586 
Year 
Figure F-16. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for North Florida Junior College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
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57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 B2 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-17. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Okaloosa-Walton Junior College . 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
























All Non-Credit Programs 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 83 84 85 BB 
Yt":ar 
Figure F-18. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Palm Beach Junior College . 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 




































All Non-Credit Progrom:!I 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 6.:5 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 83 84 B5 86 
Year 
Figure F-19. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Pasco-Hernando Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 







































All Non-Credit Program!!! 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 6.:5 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 BO 81 B2 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
Figure F-20. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Pensacola Junior College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
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57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 81 B2 83 84 B5 8 6 
Year 
Figure F-21. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Polk Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
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All Non-Credit Programs 
575B596061626364-6566676B6970717273747576777B79808182B3B48586 
Year 
Figure F-22. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Santa Fe Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 




































All Non-Credit Progrcm:g 
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57 5B 59 60 61 62 6~ 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 83 84 B5 B6 
Year 
Figure F-23. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Seminole Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 




























57 5B 59 60 61 62 6~ 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO 81 B2 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-24. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for South Florida Community Colle ge . 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
may be an indication of missing state data rather than zero enrollment. 
ST. JOHNS RIVER 






















57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 83 84 85 B6 
Year 
Figure F-25. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for St. Johns River Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 


























All Non-Credit Programs 
57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 B2 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-26. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for St. Petersburg Junior College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 




























57 56 59 60 61 62 6.:5 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO Bl 62 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-27. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Tallahassee Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 





















All Non-C~dit Programs 

















57 5B 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 B2 B3 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-28. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for Valencia Community College. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
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57 5B 59 60 61 62. 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 7::5 74 75 76 77 7B 79 80 B1 62 83 84 85 86 
Year 
Figure F-29. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for All Florida Community College s. 
Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only. Yearly gaps 
may be an indication of missing state data rather than zero enrollment. 
APPENDIX G 
NON-CREDIT PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL COLLEGE ENROLLMENT 
(Data compiled from annual reports published 
Department of Education and the Florida 
Education, Division of Community Colleges 
titles from 1959 through 1988. See List of 
specific references.) 





NON- CREDIT PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL COLLEGE ENROLLMENT 
57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 
BREVARD ERR ERR ERR 19.1% 14. 7\ 15.9% 14.0% 13 . 8% 21.7% 20.1% 20.9% 9 . 8% 14.5% 53.2% 
BRCMARD ERR ERR ERR 0.0% 0.0% 1. 6% 0.0% 9 . 5% 3 . 2% 0.0% 0 . 0% 0.0% 0. 0% 1.6% 
CENTRAL FLORIDA ERR 0.0% 19 . 0% 29.6% 52.9% 40.4% 32 .4% 28.8% 30.6% 33.6% 23.7% 25.0% 32 . 1\ 28.7% 
CHIPOLA 0.0% o.o, 53.0\ 41.9\ 33.4\ 33 . 2\ 40 . 4\ 42.8\ 32.5\ 34. 4% 29.9\ 29.1% 32. 7\ 32.4% 
DAYTONA BEACH ERR o.o, 61. 5% 68.1% 56.2\ 55.3% 64 . 4\ 65.8\ 56.2\ 56.1% 52. 4\ 61.1% 54.7\ 56.3\ 
EDISON ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 23.2\ 20.9\ 13. 7\ 7.6\ 18.1% 26.9 \ 25.3\ 55 .2\ 60.9% 
FCC/JACKSONVILLE ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 3.2\ 47.2% 46.9\ 45.8\ 44.8\ 
FLORIDA KEYS ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 38.5% 46.9\ 70.3\ 31.8\ o.o, o.o, 
GULF COAST o.o, o.o, 31.8% 35. 7\ 29.5% 35.3\ 42.8 % 28.6\ 32.4\ 38.1% 32. 4\ 46 . 2\ 25 . 1\ 30. 8\ 
HILLSBOROUGH ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 0.0\ o.oi o.oi 
INDIAN RIVER ERR ERR ERR 50.8\ 22.9\ 7.7\ 9.3\ 45.3\ 41.0\ 48.7\ 42.6\ 37.2\ 41. 3\ 42.4\ 
LAKE CITY ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR o.oi 60.5\ 47.2\ 34.9\ 32.7\ 35.0\ 28 . 8\ 32 . 2\ 50.5\ 
LAKE-SUMTER ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 23.3% 5.5\ 2.1% o.o, 0.6\ 0.0\ o.oi o. o, 8.4\ 
MANATEE ERR o.o, 36.6\ 43.4% 51.5\ 42.9\ 33. 7% 35.2\ 28.0\ 0 . 1% 0.0% 0.0\ 0.0\ 35.4\ 
MIAMI-DADE ERR ERR ERR o.o, 14.5\ 4.9\ 11.1% 26.1% 23.1\ 19.9\ 14.0\ 14.4% 16 .3\ 24.6\ 
NORTH FLORIDA ERR o.o, 0.0% o.o, 0.0\ o.o, 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0\ 1.3\ 49.3% 83. 4\ 22.6\ 
OKALOOSA-WALTON ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 2.3% 33.5% 37.9\ 31.7\ 18.6% 22 . 5\ 17.5% 
PALM BEACH o.o, o.o, 3.8\ 9.2% 2.0, o.o, 0.7% o.o, 0.4\ 0.5\ 0.3% 2. 8% 5.lt 7.4\ 
PASCO-HERNANDO ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 
PENSACOLA o.o, 0.0% 26.3% 23.9\ 29.1\ 16.5\ 15.9\ 25.6\ 26.8\ 29.0\ 28.4\ 20.6% 31.1% 28.4\ 
POLK ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 5.3% 2.7% 3. 0\ 11.0, 19.9\ 10.1\ 22.3\ 
ST. JOHNS RIVER ERR 0.0\ 8.2\ 7.5\ 7.4\ 12.2\ 3.4\ o.o, o.o, 49.3\ 45.2\ 42. 7% 73 . 8\ 76.8\ 
ST. PETERSBURG o.o, o.o, 7.5\ 8.3\ 6.7% 7.4\ 4.3\ 5.4\ 3.0\ 5.5\ 4.4\ 8.1\ 6.8\ 13. 4\ 
SANTA FE ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 28.8\ 28.9\ 16.1\ 24 . 0\ 17.1\ 
SEMINOLE ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 7 .1\ 1.4\ 3.3% 10 . 4\ 20.1% 
SOUTH FLORIDA ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 2.3\ 26.6\ 18.3\ 13.0% 16. 7% 
TALLAHASSEE ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR o.oi 1.5\ o.oi o.o, o.oi 
VALENCIA ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR o.oi o.oi 2.4% 5.5% 
ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 
TOTAL o.oi o.oi 32.5\ 34.5% 27. 7% 22.0\ 23.8% 27.3\ 23.6\ 23.8% 24.6\ 22.8% 24.0% 29. 7% tv 
-.J 
Note: ERR means no data was reported for that year. co 
Table G-1 (continued) 
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 8 0 81 82 83 84 85 86 
23.9% 29.9% o.o, o.o, 51.2% 41.9% 49.4% 63.6% 49.6% 46.2% 42.4% 77.2% 76.1% 70.2% 60.6% 55.6% 
1.4% 4.1% 6.1% 9.6% 20.8% 19. 7% 30.5% 30. 7% 35.0% 36.6% 33.2% 38 . 8% 29.7% 39.2% 28.0% 32.4% 
28.9% 26.9% 27.7% 28.2% 59. 7% 61.1% 68.8% 66.6% 68.3% 70.5% 53.3% 59 . 0% 63.4% 71. 3% 54.4% 35.3% 
2.1% 6.8% 15.4% 18.4% 31. 7% 37.5% 41.5% 40.1% 40.3% 35.2% 59.9% 53.4% 49.9% 52.3% 24.5% 30.9% 
56.6% 56.3% o.o, 47.3% 59.6% 64. 4% 71.8% 68.7% 73.9% 61.5% 60.4% 60.3% 61.4% 56. 6% 55.6\ 54.8\ 
61.0% 46.4% 30.8% 24.1% 36.3\ 43.8\ 47.5% 46.2\ 49.2% 45.5% 37.1% 35.6% 45.4% 40.6% 38.3% 34.1% 
37.8% 35.5% 47.4% 39.9% 69.5% 65.5% 35.0% 64. 0, 66.1% 66.5% 64.5% 61.7% 79.6% 59.8% 57.5% 58.8% 
o.o, o.o, o.o, 0.0% o.o, 0.0% 19. 7% 16.2% 37 .1% 31. 8% 32.9\ 58. 7% 43.3% 41. 2% 38.2% 58. 7% 
5.6% 22.9% 23.6% 45.5% 43.1% 44.4' 38.1% 55.1% 51.5% 46.1% 49.2% 36.6% 56.2% 61.8% 35.6% 48. 0% 
8.2% 7.8% 13.1% 24.8% 11 .0, 17. 7% 15.5% 20.7\ 26.4\ 28.5% 18 .2, 13. 7% 21.8% 17. 4\ 21.6% 23.9% 
48.8% 53.5% 79.3% 72. 5\ 37.9\ 38.2% 102.6% 91. 6% 94.8% 84.7% 91.1% 36.5% 34.9\ 25.8% 26.7% 29.1'1, 
43.5\ 25.1'1, o.o, o.o, 32.8% 26.0% 43.4% 52.9% 27.2\ 39.5% 38.3% 19.1% 54.4% 49.2% 51. 3% 60.9% 
10.8% 12.7\ 40.7% 31.6% 27.7\ 21.0% 25.5% 26.5% 35 .3% 33.0% 43.9% 40. 8% 47. n 45.3% 48.2% 18.2\ 
27.6% 34.5% o.o, 28.9% 28.5% 35. 9% 58.5% 69.5% 61.8% 63.0% 59.1% 54.9% 52.2% 49.6% 44.9% 49.5% 
o.o, 36.7\ 28.8% 26.4' 30.4% 29.3% 25.6% 23.8% 26. 7% 24.5% 17.5\ 25.3% 27.0% 23. 6% 26.0% 31.4\ 
12.0% 22.2, 11.7% 20.1% 45.5% 53.2% 45.2% 62.8% 57.9\ 49. 6\ 48.4% 52. 7% 57 .3% 38.5% 49.4% 45.0% 
16.4% 13.9% 10.6% 39. 7\ 38.5% 35.4' 39.9% 34.0% 39.1\ 41.1% 46.3% 48.5% 46. 7% 31.5% 25.5% 25.0\ 
0.2, o.o, 0.3% 0.8% 21.0\ 24.9% 33.4% 31.7% 34.4% 37 .4' 37.5% 41.8% 36.6% 39. 8% 35.5% 45.3% 
ERR 2.1% 0.0% 57.0% 53.9% 34. 8% 32.8% 56.4% 69.3\ 70.0% 66.1\ 66.9% 45.3% 41. 3% 49.5\ 45.1% 
22.1, 23.8% o.o, 35.6% 34.2% 32.9% 36.4% 32. 0, 32.5\ 32.2% 34.8% 28.7\ 49.2\ 46.1% 45.5% 38.0\ 
31.3\ 19.2\ 45.6\ 55.0% 47.2% 55.1% 51.4% 44.9% 56.4% 51.1% 44.1\ 32.5% 51.9% 43.6% 65.5\ 64.0% 
6.2% 3.9% 13.4% 7.2% 14.9% 16.5% 14.9% 22.0% 30.4% 25.1% 17.9% 23.6% 18.4% 16.7% 29.6% 40.9'1; 
11.0\ 10.3% 13.4% 25. 9% 43.4% 43.8% 48.4% 44.4' 45.6% 45.4% 48.2% 39.6% 39.4' 37.1% 33. 4% 31 .0, 
10.6% 16.1% 29.1\ 31.1% 46.9% 51.5% 45.7% 46. 2% 42.8\ 37.9\ 40.5% 42.4% 49.1\ 42.4\ 40.6% 40.1'1, 
42.6% 64.2% 38.1% 47.5% 52.9\ 64.0% 65. 7% 53. 7% 50.1\ 51.5\ 49.0% 51.9% 53.4\ 49.2\ 51.7% 47.0% 
11.4\ 41.9\ 29.5% 36.6\ 51.1% 54.9% 57.8% 55.0\ 57.2\ 66.0% 64.3% 61.2% 67.1% 61.9% 74.9% 72.3% 
0.6% o.o, o.o, o.o, o.o, o.o, 0.2% 3.9% 46.4% 34.8% 32.6\ 28.6% 22.0, 16.8% 40.7' 14.4% 
12.1, 6.0% 17 .6% 10.1, 49.1\ 54.6% 53.6% 50.8% 60.0% 66.9% 59.4\ 41.5% 65.4% 59.8% 51.4% 52.0'1; 
ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR 
20.9% 27.7\ 26.2\ 30.5% 41.9\ 41.6% 42.3% 47.5\ 48.9\ 48.5\ 45.3\ 45.6% 49.3% 44.8% 42.1% 41. 91; r--> 
Note: ERR means no data was reported for that year. -...J I.O 
APPENDIX H 
NON-CREDIT ENROLLMENT DATA BY PROGRAM AREAS 
(Data compiled from annual reports published by the Florida 
Department of Education and the Florida Department of 
Education, Division of Community Colleges under various 

































57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 6B 69 70 71 72 
IZZ) ADULT NON-CREDIT 
Figure H-1. Total Non-Credit Enrollment for All Florida Community Colleges 
prior to 1973. Note: Beginning with 1973, data were reported separately for 






























73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 83 B4 85 86 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT SUP 
Figure H-2. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Brevard Community 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only (i.e., 73 












































Various Non-Credit Programs 
77 7B 79 BO 61 82 63 84 85 B6 
Year 
+ ABS <> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-3. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Broward Communi ty 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only (i.e., 73 
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CENTRAL FLORIDA 









82 B:5 B4 B5 86 
SUP 
Figure H-4. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Central Florida 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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73 74 75 76 77 78 79 BO 81 82 83 B4 B5 86 
Year 
D REC + ABS (> CIT SUP 
Figure H-5. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year 
= academic year 1973-74). 
and Secondary 
Chipola Junior 
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73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 B5 BB 
Year 
a REC + ABS CIT A SUP 
Figure H-6. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Daytona Beach 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
(i.e., 73 = academic year 1973-74). 
EDISON 




















73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO 81 82 B3 84 
Year 
□ REC + ABS <> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-7. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Edison 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 







































73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
D REC + ABS <> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-8. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Florida Community 
College at Jacksonville. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year 







































73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO a1 82 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS 0 CIT SUP 
Figure H-9. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Florida Keys 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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73 74 75 76 77 76 79 BO 81 82 B3 84 85 BB 
Year 
□ REC + ABS <> CIT SUP 
Figure H-10. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Gulf Coast 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT SUP 
Figure H-11. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Hillsborough 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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77 76 79 BO 61 82 63 64 85 BB 
Year 
+ ABS <> CIT SUP 
Figure H-12. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Indian River 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
























73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 84 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS <> CIT SUP 
Figure H-13. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Lake City 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 






































73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 85 BB 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT SUP 
Figure H-14. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Lake-Sumter~ 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only~ 
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73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT SUP 
Figure H-15. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Manatee Community 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only (i.e., 73 
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Variou!!I Non-Credit Program!!! 
77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
+ ABS <> CIT SUP 
Figure H-16. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Miami-Dade 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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Various Non-Credit Programs 
74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 83 84 85 86 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT A SUP 
H-17. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for North Florida 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 





































Variou!!I Non-Credit Program!!! 
74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 B5 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS CIT SUP 
H-18. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Okaloosa-Walton 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 







































Variou:g Non-Credit Program:!! 
74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B:3 84 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS <> CIT SUP 
H-19. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP} programs for Palm Beach 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 



























73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 63 B4 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-20. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Pasco-Hernando 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 


































73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO 81 82 B3 84 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS CIT SUP 
Figure H-21. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Pensacola Junior 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only (i.e., 73 






























73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO 61 B2 83 B4 B5 86 
Year 
□ REC + ABS 0 CIT ll. SUP 
Figure H-22. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Polk Community 
College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only (i.e., 73 w 































73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 B5 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-23. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Santa Fe 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO 81 82 B:5 B4 85 B6 
Year 
D REC + ABS o CIT -6 SUP 
Figure H-24. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Seminole 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only w 
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73 74 75 76 77 78 79 BO B1 82 83 B4 B5 86 
Year 
□ REC + ABS <> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-25. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for South Florida 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-26. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for St. Johns River 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 



































73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 B5 BB 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT 6 SUP 
Figure H-27. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for St. Petersburg 
Junior Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first 
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73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO B1 82 B3 B4 85 B6 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT ll. SUP 
Figure H-28. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Tallahassee 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only ~ 
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Figure H-29. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for Valencia 
Community College. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only w 
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73 74 75 76 77 7B 79 BO Bl B2 B3 B4 85 86 
Year 
□ REC + ABS (> CIT A SUP 
Figure H-30. Enrollment Data for Recreational (REC), Adult Basic and Secondary 
(ABS), Citizenship (CIT), and Supplemental (SUP) programs for All Florida 
Community Colleges. Note: Academic years are indicated by the first year only 
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